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FOREWORD

In the first edition of this publicatiol, we told. you abouttheState agencies for vocational rehabilitation under contract with the-Department of Euucation to develop model evaluation units. From theDepartment's standpoint, these contracts have legal reference numbers forpurposes of identification.
Should you wish to make inquiry to theFederal agency funding these contracts, these numbers should be used.Below are listed the six States with their contract numbers.

States
iontract Numbers

Delaware
105-78-4006Michigan
105-78-4008Mississippi
105-78-4005Oregon
105-78-4007Pennsylvania
105-78-4009Virginia
105-78L4017_

James E. Taylor, Ph.D.
Project Officer, RSA
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PREFACE

The primary purpose of this series of reports is to document theexperiences of six State agencies that are developing systems to impactupon the development and
implementation of policy in the rederal/Stateprogram for vocational rehabilitation.

On October 1, 1978, the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA)entered into a contractual agreement (one year duration with the optionfor two additional years) with six State Vocational Rehabilitation (VR)Agencies to develop model program evaluation/management informationsupport units. The contracts were awarded on the basis of the technicalmerit of proposals submitted in response to a Request For Proposals (RFP).The States receiving the contracts were:

Delaware (a small general agency)
Oregon (a small general agency)
Michigan (a medium sized general agency)
Virginia (a medium sized general agency)
Pennsylvania (a large general agency)
Mississippi (an agency for the blind)

The objectives for the Model Evaluation Units (MEUs) were to:1) develop a model in which comprehensive program and policy systems werelinked by appropriate
evaluation data; 2) field test and evaluate theeffectiveness of the (revised) Federal Program Evaluation Standards andthe Facilities Information System for VR agency management; ,3) build newevaluation capacity which can betgenerelized

to other States; and 4)develop linkages for a within-State agency and between-State agency net-work for communication, dissemination and utilization of evaluationtopics, with special emphasis on developing and testing-the Model Evalu-ation Units.

- In order to meet these objectives, the Model Evaluation Units wererequired by their first year's contract to perform the following tasks:

1. Plan and organize the Model Lvaluation Units;2. Initiate and establish continuing working relation-ships with associated organizations, contractors
and university resources;
Administratively monitor the organization of the
Evaluation Unit;

-

Field Test the new (revised) Federal Program
Evaluation Standards;

5. Field Test the Vocational/Medical
Facilities

Information System;
6. Develop New Evaluation Capacity;
7. Assure dissemination and utilization products;
8. Evaluate the project, and
9. Submit yearly and final reports.



On october 1, 1971. RSA, after competitive bidding, awarded a eon-
tcaat to ti-a West Virginia Research and Training Center (WVRTC) to
coordinate the activities.-of MEU development. The primary functional
responsibilities of the WVRTC are to provide coordination, promote tech-
nical assistance, monitor activities, develop models, conduct evaluations,
and prepare articles and other materials for dissemination. The specific
tasks of the WVRTC for the most part coincide with those of the MEUs;
however, additional tasks include the development of a regional office
(RSA) model for the use of evaluation data generated by State VR agencies
and the development of a set of manuscripts that will be instructive to
other agencies who want to incorporate MEU concepts/products into their
program evaluation units.

Two other contracts have been awarded by RSA to provide specialized
assistance for Tasks 4 and 5. Task 4, to pretest the New (Revised)
Federal Program Evaluation Standards, will be facilitated by Berkeley
Planning Associates (BPA). BPA developed the new standards under a
previous contract with RSA. Their involvement with the MEUs includes the
pretesting and refinement of-the proposed performance, procedural, and
project standards. Activities will include designing instruments for
data gathering, training the States in instrument use, coordinating the
pretest, analyzing the data, revising standards as necessary, and prepar-
ing an implementation plan.

Walker Associates, (WA), under an agreement with the National Associ-
ation of Rehabilitation Facilities, will be providing specialized assist-
ance to the Model Evaluation Units in the conduct of Task-5 Pretest the
Facilities Information System (':IS). The FIS was developed by WA under
a previous contract with RSA. The major tasks that WA will he conducting
'nclude training for MEUs in the use of the FIS, pretest implementation
ssistance, monitoring and evaluation of the pretest experience, revision
f the system-where necessary, and the development of recommendations for
ationwide implementation.

a--
-

The reports of this project will contain (a) issue papers that ralaCwq)

questions and suggest answers in generic evaluation problems; (b) des-
criptive

-'

reports of the methods employed and results of particular evalu-
ation studies; (c) "how to do it" articles; and (d) reportS documenting
the experience of the various staffs. These reports will be published
quarterly for a period of three (3) years.

This, second issuance of observat {:1rs contains an outline supported
by flow charts and summal a of b..lowatc's case review process. Oregon's
deployment of staff in tra k n^ issues is described and illusttated with
an example of the techniq .L -ork. An interim report from Michigan
examines the program evali ar's role as consultant through two case
histories. Virginia's appi < =ch to evaluation uses team techniques employ-
ing both evaluation staff a. -. program personnel. Pennsylvania's contri-
bution describes the structure of its case review process in terms of
regional and district roles. West Virginia describes an ongoing study of
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the pros and cons of using'benefit-cost analysis in vocational rehabili-tation. Mississippi suggests that development of a management informationsystem might well precede attempts at evaluation.

Number 2 in our series concludes with a review, contributed by West
irginia, of a valuable new handbook in human Services evaluation -- which

will-jofn our bibliography of pertinent literature.

Richard A. Nida
Project Officer
December 1980
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THE CASE REVIEW SCHEDULE PROCESS IN DELAWARE

GABRIEL MARKISOHN, CONSULTANT
MARTHA JACKSON, CASE REVIEW SPECIALIST

DELAWARE DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

INTRODUCTION AND CONCLUSIONS

The job of a Vocational Rehabilitation counselor is a many-facetedone. It_is possible, however, to divide the various functions andactivities into two broad categories.

Tecbnioal or Procedural - Certain elements of , counselor's job arestandardizedby Federal and state regulations and procedures. These aregenerally delineated in a casework manual and the application of Lndivi7dual judgment is held to a minimum. Like any other set of regulations,the ones that apply to the VR process are subject to int ,t1' 1.LJn butit is expected that most of these are resolved through
, 1.opplicatiover time.

Tad mental A large segment of the counselor s activities could begibed as more subjective, as the services provided are provided toindividuals. One cannot standardize the aL_ions and reactions of humanbeings and the individual skills and knowledge of the counselor inhandling the specific problems of d client will always be most signifi-cant.

Given this dichotomy of counselor activities, the Case ReviSchedule (CRS) applies primarily to the "Technical or Proceduralcomponent. The stated purpose of the CRS is to meet the following threeprimary objectives:

to determine conformance of case documentation with Federal
regulations and guidelines,

2. to be utilized as a supervisory teal for feedback to rehabili-tation counselors on case documentation and case practices, and

to be used as a management tool in the determination of recom-mendations and modificEions in case service documentation andpractices.-

THE CASE REVIEW SCHEDULE (CRS) PROCESS IN DELAWARE

After-Delaware DVR -first learned' of the San Diego ,Case ReviewSchedule at a, Program Evaluation Conference held in Syracuse, N. Y., inMay 1978, the Agency decided to investigate the use of this instrument
tcrevaluate compliance with.Federal regulations and guidelines. As an
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aid to the counseling staff, the CRS process subsequently demonstrated
its merit for training and helping delineate responsibilities of the
vocational rehabilitation counselor and supervisor. Later, after DVR
was awarded the ME/MI contract, a second use-for the CRS process was
determined. It was identified as a feasible instrument for gathering
data for Task IV, of the Model Evaluation Unit contract --pretesting of
the new Secretary's Geneial Standards.

From the outset, the Agency has considered the CRS a management tool
and as a procedure monitoring device--not as a method -to evaluate indivi-
dual' counselor perfotwance.

Thus farDelaware DVR has provided CRS training to key administra-
tive staff, all Casework supervisors, and all counselors, thereby becom-
ing the only State Agency, to date, to provide its counselors with such
training in the use of this nationwide, standardized case review instru-
ment. San Diego State University CRS staff hae been the sole trainer and
consultant throughout the CRS process in Delaware.

Analysis of the data reviewed in Fiscal Year 1979 has shown that the
Agency is doing an acceptable job in meeting the requirements set forth,
by the Federal regulations. It is hoped-that-when-additionaidats become
available, improvements will be realized in those areas where weaknesses
have been identified. These improvements would be due to the fact that
the total staff has been trained in using the CRS.

\

The impact of the CRS on the Age4y decision-making process 11-:s been
substantial. The original twelve revi-wers (represented by five counsel7
ors, four casework supervisors, and th:ee Central Office staff) became
members of the CRS Committee selected y Agency administration to re-
commend e plan of action with respect to the findings that-resulted from
the CRS review. At the moment, the a proved recommendations are either
planned with definite dates for implementation or havealready been
implemented. (See Table 1.) The Casework Manual has been revised,
procedures have been clarified, training has taken place to correct
weaknesses, and priorities asthey relate to these items have been
established. The,CRS has proved to be an excellent tool to identify
strengths and weaknesses within the casework process.

TECHNICAL DISCUSSION

TWO required basic concepts outlined by the CRS Program of San
Diego state University have been considered in preparing for Delaware's
CRS application ona continuous basis:

A. Random Sampling: he application of the CRS is designed
take a represeneative sample of selected cases from the

State VR Agency as the CRS is not designed to be used on
every case processed through the VR system;

2



B. Reliabilitl: The reliability design has been built into
the application of the CRS so that consistency among re-viewers can be determined throughout the application process.The "reliability" factor will also pinpoint areas where furthertraining will be needed.

The CRS application process can be presented in four steps:

1. Planning
2. Review
3. Analysis of Data

Follow-Up

These four steps are s acified in the attached series of charts. FromPlanning to Follow-Up, the San Di rt State University CRS Project Staffhas provided technical assistance And assumed responsibility for theprocessing of data. Specifically, they have provided technical assist-ance in sample selection,
study design, the CRS materials, analysis ofdata, and technical reports.

Before the Planning phase could begin, the Agency administrationhad to make decisions regarding:

A. The sample tharacteristic x the selection cases, i.e.open or closed cases. Closed cases (Statuses. 26 anct28)
recommended by-the CRS Committee for FY-80 review.

Selection of the reviewers. CRS Committee recommended utili-zation of the 12 original reviewers.

The form in which data is to be analyzed, i.e, by District,
by disabilities,' etc.

The -fiequency of the review, i.e. monthly or quarterly.

Length of time for the compil-tion of data, i.e. 6 or 12 months,

F:* Target date.

These variables changes as the Agency's needs and requirementschange. For example, in a given year, the Agency may decide to reviewonly open cases, another year only closed cases, or alternate.betweenone year doing the case review and another year doing only a partialreview in order to fulfill the requirements for the new Secretary's
General Standards.



OUTLINE OF THE CRS
APPLICATION PROCESS

PLANNING - Preparatory work
done by the P&E Unit for the
review of casts for a given
period and it begins with the
selection of a computer printout
and random sampling'.

1(a) In addition to the ran don
sampling, reliability
case(s) are selected.

( a )

)

?TANNING

Planning/
Eval;--Unit

-is appr
--lace comput-
it prAnMwt

\r===.../
/Obtains stra
1 ified random
sample of

`clients

17

Prepares list
of selected
cases accord-

:Sends list
requests
alders

'Add rel4A
case;

ACch case-,
olden



1(b), Random: assl nment is
designed to facilitate
review of cases from
different Districts.

-R0:41abiViT1
case will be'-A
rotated smonal
reviewer s

REVIEW - This step in the CRS
process takes place in the
field offices. (A centrally
Iticated site such as Dover
has been recommended). -Tbe
reviewers comp_lett CRS on
the designated number of cases

-2. REVIEW

Review of
designated
cases

,

/ P/S Unit
! Staff
assists/

_monitors

Coded CRS
bookl-e.ta

Reviews
case
folders

Rotates re
liability

Leases amont!
reviewers

urns case
dits to
h Dimtridt



ANALYSIS OF -This phase
essentially takes place at _

San Diego State University
under the coordination-of the
P&E Unit which is also
responsible, for the dissemina-
tion4fthe results which
to the Fol- ow-Up phase.

6

leads

ANALYSIS
OF DATA .

[ails coded
CRS instru
meat at end
of period

CRS San
Diego S.U.

Compiles data
by computer

Analyzes
data and



4. FOLLOW-UP - This fi
step commmnces.with the

-receipt of the technical
report on the analyzed data
from San Diego State Univ.
and Continues with.the
review of this data by DVR
administrative staff. The
and result is either imple-
mentation or rejection of
each data item.

4(a) Pertains to
accepted m--
mendationa by VR
reviewing staff and
San Diego State Univ.
CRS team.

4(1:0 _Pertai-ns to San Diego
State Univ. recom-
aendkrions,not acceptedby VR reviewing staff.

Del. DVR
P4E .Unit

-

Distributes
technical
report

UP

Appropr
VR -tiff

Meet/Review
Tech. Report

Analyse recoml-
endetions of

SDSU

I VR staff
1 makes

recommends-
Oiona ;

At the end of the period
review, the CRS c
will be s;valui.ted with
resulting chalges incor-
porated into the system.

is



SUMMARY

As indicated ear=lier, the Case Review Schedule has yielded a number
of positive recommendations. These have resulted in important changes,
and have initiated a number of actions which will result in long-range
improvements. The CRS Committee has reviewed all of the recommendations
and those selected for further action ate summarized in Tahlel.

As for FY-1980, a -six -month period review was begun in April and
will continue through September 1980. We are hoping that when CRS'results
become available at the end of the year,-improvements will be realized in
those areas where weaknessee,were indicated. Accordingly, a determina-
tion will be made as to whether additional training measures are needed.
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TABLE 1

(CRSSECTION..

DELAWARE'

II.A
eliminar
agnostic

Study

III-

(Eligibili ReinforCe the inclusion .of the case record of "Basic
-Information" gathered during the Preliminary Diagnostic
Study as defined in the Delaware Division of Vocational
Rehabllitation Policy Manual (Items 5= and 6).

z.

2 Require that the case note entry which reflects the
eligibility-determination include the c'ounselor's
anal sis of factors -ea 'n the subsantialluTTicap
to 'emu oyment Items an 6

MkEMENTATION PROCEDURES OF SELECTED CRS RECOMMENDATIONS

ACCEPTED RECOMMENDATIONS

ADMINISTRATIVE

) Add confidentiality and release of orma ion state- Forms Committeements to DVR-3 application form (from IWRP Form 6):

"All information pertaining
to my case and documentation and other
pertinent'material will be kept con-
fidential and will be released only
when necessary in developing my rehabili-
tation program or upon written consent
by me."

Revise"DVR- (Application for Services) to inc
explanation of_the Client Assistance Projec

VR Group Responsible
For Imilementation

ude an
em 4c).

The Casework Manual and Forms Committee should develop
documentation criteria and methodology that will
iUicWifely satisfy state and federal requirements
(Items 5 and-6).

Forza Comm t tee

CRS- Skill Training'

CRS Skid Training

Casework [annual
Committee

(CONT.):



TALE 1 (cont.

CRS
Section,

Accepted
I ommenl-

ADMINISTRATIVE:

(4) Provide an expanded definition of "related factors" Casework Manual
for the Delaware State agency, using those listed in Committee
the Rehabilitation Servites Manual 150S.03b as a
reference: -
These factors way include, but are not limited.to
the folloWing:

VR Group Responsible
PO m)1 mentatiol

IV
FeasibIl y

Eval. of
Rehab. Pores
tin].

a. lack of marketable ski_
b. low educational level;
c. community and employer ej d :es and attitudes

concern.in ng disabi.ty:
d. long-term unemploymlt;
n. unstable work record; and,
f. poor attitudes'toward work, family, and

community. (Ref. p, 27, :7.ase Review Manual).\

Expand.data gath "Mg techniques to' establish
cri,:oria,I'or the evaluation of factors which
bear: on t'rle client's handicap to employment
('ter 5). (Pactors-such as Medical,,. Psychological
Vo._ Alai., Educational & other related) (Ref. p.
Cas'- Review Manual)

(2) Esta 1ish.guideline: procedures, and minimum criteria CWM Comm. in consults-
rr celtraselcr analysis Of the nine variables Covered tion CW Supervisors and

by items 8-15. nmphasi's s.hoUld be placed; on how to District Adminlatratotp
writ ar:. One..umet briefly. and: clearly. (Ref. p. 31

r,CAS hanuJ') Ti, fl'vriables to be doscribed/appri.

CW_MCWM' Comm.-Staff Dcv.
Officer - .Casework
Supervisors

achievements,

(CONT.'



V

IWRP Status
12 and Above

Accepted
Recommendation

ADMINISTRATIVE:

VR Croup Responsible
For im lementation

Ability eo acquire occupational skills
Capacity for successful job performance
Client's employmlent opportunities

Expand or-enforce current chapter on Similar Benefits

\.

in Delaware DVR Policy Manual. (Review Information
available in the publication on Similar Benefits
issued by the Re earch and Training Center at Stout,
Vocational Rehab:0 itation Institute) (Item 3b).

Revise IWRP Form to include "None" next to
"Similar Benefits'

Casework Manual
Committee

Forms Comm

Attach .dollar valu to Similar Benefits hich ,re MedAea1 Fees poMmittee,indicated on'IWRPS.
Similar Benefits Coord

Increase supervisory scrutiny of IWRP's in Region's
2.q 3 to assure inclusion of progress toward
employment goal (Item 18).

Revise IWRP Form 4 to include the indication of
periodic and annual review.

Refine IWRP Form 4 to/assure that the specific
objective criteria by which the progress-,of the
client is evaluated is documented (Item 19).

Determine annual review date (from date client
entered Status 12). ntilizing program computer.
print-out (Item 22))

Forms Commit

Forms Committee

EDP Screening Committee



(cont.)

CRS Accepted.
Section-

--

,

Recommendat' VIZ. Group Responsible-
For lia-,leMentation

ADMINISTRATIVE:

(8) Incease su
enforcing
of the cli
does not s
(Item 23).

kc

ervisory scrutiny of IWRP Form 6,
he requirement of the recording
nt's views'of the program. If-client
ate his/her views, record "None"

Review the state policy and amend, if necessary,
.assure that the Certificate or Ineligibility

_WRP Form isds,sued in all cases closed in
Status 30 or 28, and that proper documentation. is
ecorded on the certificate according to RSA)'

154_9.,03cand CFR 1361;37c. (Item 24c i Item 28)

10 ). Re.vi.se IWRP Form Vto Include client's views of
the ineligibility decision to meet the requireJ
ents for CFR 1361".39e1

V
.Deliv
Servi

V

-Reinforce need for documentati n, and evaluation of
similar benefits pertaining to all services
(Items Sg and 7g).'

2) Require more extensive-provision of Placement
Services

Terminatio
of

Cases

-o k Manual Comm.
;Revise Item 10;241 of
Casework Manual, p,62)

asework Manual Comm.
(Policy Issue)

Contingent u, deci
= c- *n

out uL eet,ifIcate of
neligibility

CRS Skit.
Casework

Training/
upervisors

Increase supervisory scrutiny of cases,to.be closed , Casework b!upervleordue to loss-of client contact to assure. substantial
contact efforfsAltem.31)) Region 1).

(CONT.:



cont.)

Accepted
Recommendati

VII

ADMINISTRATORS:

(2) Increase supervisory scrutiny ,of closer
activities (Statuses 30 A 28) relative to
the eligibility decision to assure that

/.when possible:-

full consultation withrthe client (or
client's representative) was made
(Item 35, also refer rto CRS instruLtion
Manual, page 52), and

b) the client was informed in writing of
the closure action'taken (Item 36).

Increase supervisory scrutiny to assure the
presence'of necessary docUmentation in closure
letterS to clients and/or/closure statement
as IWRP amendments to be given to clients.
(Item 48).

(4) Increase supervisory review in Region 3
assure appropriate reporting of closure
outcome to other agencies (Item 41) and adjust-
ment closure form to/reflect that the appro-.
priate agencies were contacted regarding
closure action (ref/er to Casework Manaul
Committee).

(5) Revise IWRP-7, when stock is exhausted, to
include job title as well as the D.O.T- code-
for the type of/occupation (Item 42b).

Casework supervisory

Casework Supervisors

Casework Manual Comm.,
rMs..Comm Caseworki

upervisprs

ms Committee



TILE 1 (cent .)

CRS,'
Section

III
Eligibility

V

,eas bility Provide training and develop skills in diagnostic
;val of, Re- interviewing, analyzing, and documentation withtab Potent- specific reinforcement of the definitions .of
al. "describe" and "appraise" as outlined on page 30

in the CRS Manual of Instructions (Items 8-16).

Accepted
Recommenda

TRAINING:

(1) Contingent upon the.results of reviews subsequent to
the initiation of Administrative Recommendations
1, 2, and 3, develo trainin: techni ues to assist
counselors in _ocumentation o (ata synthesis re-
lative. to eligibility determination (Items 5 and 6).

(2) Train counselors in recording the results of inter,-
views bases on information to be gathered as defined
in the Delaware Policy Manual (Items S and 6).

(2) Contingent upon the results of future reviews
subsequent to the implementation of Admini-
trative Recommendations 1 and 2, consider

_skill training.ih the synthesis of information
in relation to the client and the vocational,
goal with emphasis on clayity.hnd'succihctness.

VR Group Responsible
For Implementation

CRS Skill Train

CRS. Skill Training

Officer

Staff -v. Officer'



TABLE 1 (cont.)

CRS Accepted
Section Recommendations

VI

Status 12
wad above

VI
Delivery

of
Servicen

TRAINING:

(1) Provide training in the proper recording of the Staff De-. Officerresults of similar benefit investigation of the
IWRP (Item 3c).

Oroup Responsible
Implementation

2) Train counselors on the proper procedure for Staff Dev. Officercompleting revised IWRP Form 4.

Train counselors in procedures for evaluation
of service delivery in terms of outcome
(ItemS 18-21).

.

4) Provide training in documenting objective Staff Do,. Officer
criteria, procedures, schedules-, and results
of periodic progress evaluation on the refined
IWRP (Items 18-21).

Provide training in documenting satisfactory Staff Dev. officer.
vocational adjustment on Status 26 closure
amendment (Item 25d).

I Provide training in documentation' and evaluation
of similar benefits as they apply to all (Items
Sg an,7g) services.

Provide traininb in the provision and documenta
tion of Placement.Services. Usd the definition-
of placement activities 'as provided in the Rehabi-
litation SErvices Manual 1541.01 "_( -1), 1541.01(2),
1541.04, and 1541.07.

Staff Dev. Officer
Similar Senefi
.(Treg. at Oct.
rristrict-Staft

Staff Dev. Off

mee
rd.
ing,

(00NT.)



TABLE 1 (cunt.)

CRS Accepted
Section Recommendations

TRAINING:

VR Group Responsible
For Im lementation

VII (1) Provide training in developing supervisory con- Staff Dev. Officer &erminl on
f Cale_

sistency in writing adequate closure statements Casework Superviso
as IWRP amendments and closure notification to
the client (Item 413).'

Provide training on counselor documentation per Dcv. Officer
ing to placement services with "as appropriate"
in mind (Item 54a through 4).

Prrovide training in-the documentation of criteria Staff Dev. Officer
related to IglAble_emelamsnl, specific to items
SSband c. (Refer to Administrative Recommendation
number 9).

(CONT.



TABLE (conclusion

CRS
Section

II,A
Preliminary Diag-
nostic Study

II.B
Extended
Evaluation

V
IWRP Status
and above

1

EXAMPLES OF REJI CTED CRS RECO ENDATIONS

Rejected
Recommendations

REJECTED:

Toreview State Policy regarding use of State Agency,Psychiatric /Psychological Medical consultants:

No problems are seen with current status of DVR's Medicalconsultants

This CRS item as stated
Federal Regulations

-equired for complian6'm with

Rejected sample,review cases in -__Xtended ev,luatkon:

Out-of 120 cases Completely reviewed, only 91 received extendedevaluation. San Diego recommended-that -a sample. of 30 - SO casesin extended evaluation .he reviewed to determine areas--of strengthsand needs improvement. The number of extended evaluation casesclosed in statuses 26 and 28 is relatively Small to be -ofsignificance; the group felt San Diego's recommendation -is apriority4itb and we should direct our concerns toward otherareas.

Reject'-data pertaining to ther4oOsipp-.of the_annual review :ocases closed non-tehabilitated, PrevisionAs made. on.-IWRFForm 6. Revieweri, at the time.-of the1:review, did *-:,:take xnaccount the provision of the PWRP-6. Therefore, analyzed-dataindicated that Delaware lacked-such provision; '

Another recommendationen_Secti was_alsd rejected-on-similar--account. \ The validity of the reviewers responses- was questioned.N,



nmv TKAWUNG SYSTEM

GERALD V. MANN,
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR

FOR POLICY AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES

\One of the ac.i.vities of the Model Evaluation Unit was to develop aConceptual Framew to describe the process by which policy issues areidentified and anal ed and how policy decisions are made, implemented,and evaluated. Some olicy decisions are made in seconds by a singleindividual in the organ n with little or no interaction with others.At the !other end of the continuum
are policy issues which require a verylarge expenditure of staff time and resources over extended periods.Involvement of a wide variety of staff of the agency, and perhaps fromoutside the agency, are sometimes
required to gather, study and analyzedata before a decision is reached. Even after the policy decision hasbeen made, the amount of staff time and resources required for itsimplementation can vary enormously. A complex program-such as tf--_Vocational Rehabilitation Division will have at any given time a sub-stantiaifiUmber_of such policy issues in various stages of analysis,decision making, or impleMentation.

Tie identification of a policy issue on which staff time andresources are to be committed is an administrative decision which shouldbe ,made deliberately.
Such decisions are often made in an environmentof constantly shifting priorities and.staff availability and capability.

Given the number of issues, the shifting priorities, the staffingchanges, and a general crisis orientation common to many human serviceprograms today, it is not uncommon for important policy issues to becomelost, leaving the
Administrator disadvantaged by not having vital datawhen. it is required.

Without belaboring the point, we believe that most administratorswould agreethata system is required to identify issues with policyimplications, to consciously assign staff to analyze such issues and topropose alternatives and to complete the action through the implementa-tion of the Administrator's decision. Such a system should provide theAdministrator with periodic reports so that changes_may be. made whennecessary to insure that deadlines are met and that limited resourcesare focused on the most important activities. Such a system assuresaccountability.

The
OVRD,Issues-Identification.and Tracking Syptem is_ an attemptprovide such a rational system of

accountability as'an adjunct to theConceptdal Framework.



The system begins with the -ecognition,by the Administrator or theDeputy Administrator that a decision should not be made on a specificissue without study and that the issue is important enough to allocatestaff time and resources to develop it into a decision package. Thisrecognition may be, reached, by the Administrator working singly, it mayevolve from discussion with others, or it may become apparent frommemorandums or routine management data.

When the decision ismade-to expend staff time and resources on aparticular issue, the following are required;

1) Identification of the issue;
2) Assignment and notification of a responsible lead person;3) Assignmentt)f an anticipated

completion date or the datewhen a-decision package is due; and
Notification of the person, whomaintains the Issues and
IdentificaLion_and,Tracking System.

Usually, the above requirements are completed during discussions atan adMinistrative meeting, althoUgh they could also-be completed by anassignment memorandum. Commonly, an issue Will surface during theregularlyscheduled meetings between the Administrator' and other staff,members. Discussion then follows on.such matters as when the decisionis needed, availability of data, priority of these issues relative toothers, relationship of this issue to,the agency's mission and to themissions of sister agencies, and which staff member is best able todevelop the deCisiotr:package. A verbal assignment is then made, which,in Meat.instances, is 011owed by a written assignment from the super-Visor to the responsible person. -A copy of the written assignment issent to the individual who maintaina:.the Issues Identification" andTraCking System and the issue is added...to the list of-those on which theAdministrator:will eceive monthly progress reports.

The system began in November 1979 with 32 issues. As of May 31,1980, a total of 12 issues had been completed and nine new issues added.One iSsue.was dropped prior to_completion because it war not attainable,and two issues were renumbered Lo group them with related efforts. Thus,in our experience, there has been an average of slightly more than 30issues in the tracking system at any one time. Caution is exercised totrack only those deemed of considerable importance to the agency, includ-ing those one -timeactions required by higher authority but not includingregular repetitive reports. Such repetitive reports have their owntickler system to insure that timelines are met.

- During the six months, 23 different staff persons have been assigned
responsibility for one or more issues, with

no perSon assigned more thanthree at any one-time. Anticipated completion time has varied from twoto 18 months.
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Although 4\complex numbering system is currently in use, we recommend
a simple sequential numbering of:issues be adopted for identification
purposes.

A word processing system is used to store the complete tracking
system. During the last few days of each month a reminder memorandum is
generated, using the word processor, for each issue being tracked. These
memoruda are then distributed to the persons responsible, who complete a
handwritten progress .report on each issue by the fifth working day of the
following month. Only a few minutes are required for each person
responsible to handwrite a concise progress report and route it to the
one who compiles the monthly report for the Administrator. Likewise, the
compiler expends-only a brief time co check 'each report, underscore any
delays or roadblocks identified, assign an appropriate progress symbol
and route it to :the word processing operator for text editing. The
monthly progress reports on each issue vary in length from a single
sentence to.as much as a half-page of single-spaced typing. Care is
exercised to limit th- ength of the progress report and include only
that information reqUed, by the Administrator for review purposes.

Id addition to the narrative paragraph on- each issue, a quick
reference index and a transmittal memo are included tO the Administrator
to increase the utility of the complete report. The transmittal memo is
uses= to call attention to new issues, completedjssues, and those Which
are not progressing as expected. The index also contains a progress
symbol for each issue. -The symbols are: "S = satisfactory; "Pr =
partially satisfactory or minor revisions are required; anct"U" = un-
satisfactory. The narrative paragraph for each issue which is identified
as unsatisfactory or_partially satisfactory contains underscored sections
which describe the problem. This method of identification permits the
Administrator and/or other appropriate supervisors to be readily aware
of any problems and take whatever action is necessary to get the issue
moving again.

Monthly progress on the issues is rated satisfactory for the. majority,
of issues, and there are usually three to six issues which are considered
only partially satisfactory and one or 471--o that are definitely unsatis-
factory. Corrective action is taken, wren appropriate, as a result of
the tracking procesS.

We believe this system provides a reasonable degree of accountabili-
ty with a minimum of staff time expended. It also provides an informa-
tion flow to all appropriate staff on a variety of vital issues. Final-
ly, the Administrator's Office is fully informed-and can take action to
shift priorities, resources, and staff in whatever way necessary to
accomplish that which is most important.

ti

Copies of the Tune 4980 Issues Report, together the."assign-
ment memorandum" and the "monthly reporting memorandum," are attached.

1
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Although our system utilizes a word processor in its implementation,it is not essential to have such sophisticated equipment. The systemcould be initiated on a manual basiswith Only slightly more secretarialand typing time required.
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FROM;

SUBJECT:

0 ON VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DIVISION

"ISSUES ASSIGNMENT MEMORANDUM

ues Tracking

You _have been assigned responsibility for a VFW issue on which
the-Administrator has determined that staff time and resources,
will be expended. In order that the Administrator and others may
beAcept informed on the progress of this issue, a report is re-
quired from'you by the fifth working day of each month. The re-
port should concisely describe thpise activities related to the
issue which were completed during the previous month. When ap-
propriate, you should also recommend changes in anticipated com-
pletion date or any other matters of which the Administrator
should be aware concerning this issue.

A consolidated report of progress'on all issues being tracked
will be prepared monthly and a copy will be'supplied to each re-
sponsible person. Please retain this assignment for reference.

A reminder statement for each issue for which you are responsible
will be sent to you near the end of each montn'and it should be
used in preparing your monthly report. It need not be typed, but
please wits legibly.

The issue which has been assigned to' you

Number Title Anticipated completion date

Narrative description of assignment:

(When appropriate, this description takes the form of a measur-
able objective.)

22



nREcoN VOCATIONAL R .RALILITATIO DIVISION

"MONTHLY REPORTING MEMORANDUM`

DATE:

FROM

SUBJECT: VRD Issues Accountability R

You have been assigned responsibil .ty fo the following_ issue:

Number Title
Anticipated completion date

nth's progress on this issue was rated

In the space below please report your progress on this issue.dur-
ing the current month. Return this report to me no later than
the fifth working day of next month. Please identify any prob-
lemewhich have caused or may cause a delay in completing work onthis issue and any recommendations for change.

Progress' port:
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STATE REDO.

TO Administrator's Office
Dale ReeveS, Mary Schubothe

FROM Program EvalUation Statistics
Neil Sherwood

SUBJECT P e Report for May 1980 on VR.D. Is

INTEROFFICE MEMO

z,,Te July 1, 1980

and Action Plan-

In accordance with your memorandum of 11- 30 -79, the progress report
for April'is herewith submitted.

This report covers.a total of 30 issues, one of which has just been
added. The new issues is entitled, "Stddy of the Younger Nursing Home
Population to Determine Feasibility for Moving Some to Less Costly
Care. Report Result." It is assigned to Mr. Stephens.

Two issues have been completed with this report. They are Issue
Number 6 - Develop an Equitable Sheltered Workshop Fee System, and
Issue Number 17 - Completion of OVRD 1977-78 Biennial Report. These
issues will not be carried on future reports.

Seven, issues are considered to be progressing only partially satisfac-
torily because of'the'reasons underlined in the narrative portion of
the report. Two issues are considered to be progressing in an unsa-
tisfactory manner. They are Issue Number 9-5 - To Develop Operational
Plan with Local Schools, and Issue Number 9-6 - To Develop a Grants
Management Handbook. The problem with both appears to be that work
considered to be higher in priority is crowding out any time for
action on these issues.

Twenty issues are progressing satisfactorily and one carries no prog-
ress rating as it has just been assigned.

ld

Attachments

cc t Bob Butler
Sue Druffel
Elsie Forrest
Irene Graham
Tom Huffsmith
Laurilee Hatcher
T.C. James
John Jelden
Gerry Mann
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Sandy Matthews
Rosa Moran
Clarence Persad
Jerry Rempei
Ken Russell
John Schreiber
Clyde Stephens
Doyle Taylor 1
R.E. Wright



INDEX

NUMBER ISSUE OR OBJECTIVE TITLE

Services to Injured Workers

2 ',Independent Living

ANTICIPATED PERSON
COMPLETION DATE RESPONSIBLE PROGRESS*

John Jelden PSJune 1980
(revised)

DeCember 1980 Clyde Stephens- S

Jerry Remgel S

Neil Sherwood

Neil Sherwood PS

Implementation of SB 5555 June 1981

Strengthen VRD's Information
System & Evaluation Capacity

September

5-1-a Revise and Document a Concep- June 1900
tual Framework for Informs- (revised)
tion Flow and Policy Develop-
ment within VRD. Publish
Document.

5-1-b Plan and Conduct Field. Test.0
of the Proposed Standards
for VR rrogram and Project
Evaluations. Report Findings.

c Update VRD's Capacity to
Engage in Program Evaluation
Activities byProviding
Training to Project Staff and
Others. Report Results.

Augu

9

1980

980

5-1-d Develop a System for Tracking .Dedember 1980
Major Issues under Study
within VRD. Report Result_

5-1-0 Developan Improved Forms and
Records Management System.
Document Results.

Field/Test the Facilities
Inforrkation System.

5-2 Evaluate the Costs and Bene-
fits of VP Services

Study Ways to Reduce the
Duration of VR Services to
Clients

5-4 Evaluate Population Es ti-
mates & Resource Allocation
Models'

5-5 Evaluate Effectiveness of
Job .Placement Services
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June 1980
(revised)

June 1981

JUne 1980

June 1980

September 1980

July 1980

Ross Moran,

Lauri.ee _etcher

Clarence Persad
(revised)

Robin Wright PS

Laurilee _etcher S
(revised)

Ross Moran

Irene Graham

Ross Moran

Doyle Taylor



NUMBER ISSUE OR OBJECTIVE TITLE

6 Develop an Equitable Shel-
tered Workshop Fee. System

7

9-1

9-5

9-6k Develop Grants Management
Handbook

12 Review and Revise Client
Caseload Procedures

12-5 Recast the Administra
Manual

14-1

14-2 Develop Quality Accoun
and Purchasing Service

Develop Workshop Certifica-
tion-Standard Monitoring
System

Monitor and Evaluate Shel-
tered Services Subs
Program

Evaluate Mental Health
Deaf Project

Develop Operational Plan with
Local Schools

vs

ANTICIPATED
COMPLETION DATE

May 1980
(completed 8/80)

June 1981

January 1981

January 1981

March 1980

Maich 1980

June 1980

July 1980

PERSON
ESPONSIBLE PROGRESS*

John Schreiber

John Schreiber

John Schreiber D

Elsie Forrest

Irene Graham

Tom Hufismith

Terry James

Terry James

Develop Personnel and Train- (to he'determined) Sandy Ma
ing Information System
Plans

ng

14-3a -Train Staff of Users Guide,
for MIS

14-3c Develop Indexed Repository
Of PrOfesSionaliTeChnical
Information (Phases 14 II)

14-4a Develop Supervisory Training
on Dealing with Problem
Employes

July' 1980

August 1980

July 1980

July 1980
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hews

Ken Russell

Sandy Matthews

She -00d

Sue Dfuffel

S

PS

PS



NUNS ISSUE OR OBJECTIVE TITLE

14-5a Implement a Revised Automated
PiScal System

Completion:ofOVRD 1977-78
Biennial Report

18 Study the Younger Nursing
(new) Home Population to Determine

Feasibility for Moving Some
to Leas Costly Care. Report
Results.

ANTICIPATED
COMPLETION DATE

June 1981

May 1980
(completed 8/80;

Sept. 1980

* S - Satisfactory
PS - Partially Satisfactory = see,underlined sec
U - Unsatisfactory
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PERSON
RESPONSIBLE

Bob .Butler

Robin Wright'

Clyde StephenS,

ion of report

PROGRESS

S

PS



Issue Number 1 - Services to Injured Workers
sir. Jelden reports that substantial effort was expended during may todevelop a draft of the contract between WCD and VRD. It was not possible

to complete it and the anticipated completion,completion date should -i1ip to June1980.

Issue Number 2 - Independent Living -
!4r. Stephens repOrts that there has been no movement on this issueduring May. VRD must await the approval of its grant applicatiOn for

federal funds to initiate a Part B grant program in Oregon. Approval in'RSA has-been held up by the activation of the new Education Department and
the lack of delegation of Authority to the RSA Commissioner. The antici-
pated completion date of Dec. 1980 remains.

Issue.Number 5-1 -,Strengthen VRD's Information System and EvaluationCapacity -

Mr.Sherwood reports that progressis adequate except for some delay in
documenting the impact of the recent :i.::-histrative reorganization on the
conceptual model for information flow.aLd policy development (See IssueNumber 5-1-a),and further delay in documenting an improved forms andrecords management system (See Issue Number 5-1-a).

Issue Number 5-1-a - Revise and Document a Conceptual Framework fnation Flow and Policy Development wIthin-VAD. Publish Document.
r-

Mr. Sherwood reports a continuation of the process of realigning
person-n1 and functions within the recently established organizational'4re. The effect of this ..and other workload has resulted in delay-ofthe revised conceptual framework document required by the federal contract.
The completion of this document is now targeted for the end.of June.

sue Number 5 -1 -b - Plan and Conduct-Field Tests of the Proposed Standardsfir VR Program and Project Evaluations. Report Findings.
Dr. Moran reports that data for the closure and 12-month follow -up sur-

veys_has been collected and entered on a computer tape. Copies of this
tape will be forwarded to the standards and coordinating contractors. Thedata will be locally analyzed during June and a report will/be distributedto agency staff. A six-month follow -up survey will-be mailed to each of
the 300 rehabilitants who were Sent a closure survey. This component of
the overall study will comMehce in July and run through October.

Issue .Number 5-1-c - Update VRD's Capacity to Engage in Program Evaluation
Activitied by providing Training`-to Project Staff and Others. ReportResults.

. Ha. Hatcher reports that Mr. Wright continued his forms managementclass. No other training was received during May. Ms. Hatcher began work
on the development of a workbook with specific VR examples for teaching
Easytrieve programming within the agency.

Issue NuMber 5 -1 -d Develop a System for Tracking Major Issues under Studywithin VRD. Report Results.
Mr. Mann reports that the issues tracking system is in place and func-tioning adequately. Consideration is being given to issuing a reminder as

of the last day. of each month to each person reaprinsible for an issue.
Hopefully this procedure would result in a more timely submission of-themonthly reports.

Any Suggestions for improvement of the 13 ues Tracking System will be
appreciated.

Beginning with the July report Mr. Clarence Persad will assume respon-
Siblity for the preparation of the monthly issues report.
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Issue Number 5-1-e - Develop en Improved Farms and Records Management Sys-_em. Document Results.
Mr. Wright reports that a draft of the system documeetation is beingprepared for staff review. Completion is now anticipated at the end ofJune.

Issue Number 5-1-f - Plan and Conduct Field Testing of the ProposedNational Facilities Information System.- Occur-tent Plans.
Mr. Mann reports- that the two training sessions for Oregon ehabilita-cion facilities staff were held during May. One was held in Portland andone in Eugene. Most Oregon facilities were represented. Mr. Schreiber,Ms. Hatcher, Mr. Russell, and Mr. Lawler of VRD also attended. The actualfield test is scheduled to begin on July 1. Ms. Hatcher will assume

responsibility for this issue in the future.

Issue Number 5-2 - Evaluate the Costs and Benefits of VR Services.Dr. Moran reports that he has completeda draft cast /benefit model.The report is circulating among agency staff for critical review. Addi-tionally, a copy is being reviewed by Dr. Richard Dodson of Berkeley Plan-ning Associates. Dr. Dodson is an.aethority on benefit/cost analysis of VRand is expected to provide valuable criticism. Unless substantial revisionis recommended, the report will be completed on schedule. Once consensusis outlined on the default assumptions of themodel, it will be possible toincrease the automated Components of the procedure. This revised, procedureshoOld be tested with the FY 80 data available in October.

Issue Number 5-3 - Study Ways to Reduce the Duration of VR Services toClients
Ms. Graham reports that a questionnai eA.s being prepared to distributeto the members of the NRCA advisory group which meets regularly with Mr.

Reeves.. Suggestions will be sought as to ways the field could visualizecarrying out this assignment.

Issue Number 5-4 - Evaluate Population Estimates wind Resource AllocationModelsl-

Dr. Moran reports that estimates of number served and case service
coots were made through FY 83 for agency priority groups.: He will be
working more closely with other members of the Program Planning and Evalu-ation Unit to develop predictive

resource allocation models.

Issue Number - Evaluate the Effectiveness of Job Placement Services -
Mr. Taylor reports that follow -p on tine Issue of increasing efficiencyof the job developers, which was raised as a consequence of earlier programevaluation studies, is now essentially complete. In addition to a basic

workplan forall job developers, the following changes have been recommen-ded in the program model, and endorsed by the Administrator:,
1) Wherever practical, job developers will be assigned to a single

office, under the supervision of the office supervisor. It is pre-
supposed that the greatest 'team* efficiency is realized when Allmembers of the team are accountable to the same team leader.
To maximize job developer skills and services, only thosecl,ients
with-the more severe handicaps requiring more time or extra effort
in the placement process will be referred to the job developer.

3) Placement efforts shall be carried out in accordance with an indi-
vidualized, written placement plan mutually arrived at by'the coun-
selor, client, and job developer. Progress on plan implementation
shall be monitored and recorded in the client file.
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Issue Number 5-5 (continued)

There will be an increased' rehab expectation from team efforts
which include job developers
The basic witirkplan will allow for individual differences in assign-
ments of job developers to accommodate the unique circumstances of
the assignment.'

As vacancies occur in the Employment Specialist series, these posi-
tions will be converted to VR Counselor I positions. Counselors_

into these positions will function as placement counselors
for the. first year of their-job assignments.

Comments, suggestions and input on the common elements of the job deve-
workplan have been received from managers, supervisors,.and job deve-

Viers and will be incorporated in a revised draft model.

Issue umber 6 - Develop-an Equitable Sheltered Workshop Fee System -
Ht. Schreiber reports that the workshop fee model has-been completed

and accepted by the workshops in the Association (OW). This issue has
now been completed -and it will not be necessary to report further on it.

Issue.Number 7 Develop Workshop Certification Standard Monitoring System -
Mr. Schreiber reports that The Workshop Association has agreed that VRP

adoptCARZ accreditation with the,costs-to be shared equally for the ini-
tial survey by the facility and the Division.

The Administrative Rule to mandate CARP and to adOpt the revised stan-
dards has been submitted to the Secretary of State for adoption on July 1,
1980.

Issue-Number _8 Monitor and Evaluate ShelteredoWorkshop Subsidy Program -
Mr. Schreiber reports that part of the biseline data - client wages -

was received and the average computed for each facility. Information
regarding client terminations. client disabilitiest and referc41 sourceshas not et been received from APS.--=-

Issue Number 9-1 - Evaluate the Mental Health/Deaf Project -
Ma. Forest reports, that the Interim Evaluation Report on this project

was completed and distributed to all interested parties in Oregon during
April 1980. Copies werefAlso distributed to the State Coordinators for the
Deaf in other states as well as to the central and regional offices of RSA.
Several commendatory letters have been received from recipients.

A final evaluation report will be prepared in January 1981.

Issue Number 9-5 - Develop Operational Plan with Local Schools -
Ms. Graham reports that copies of the local plan have been distribuxed

to the field. Requests have been made through Regional Managers for signed
documents. Some regions simply don't want to do it.

It is suggested that we reinitiate this process in the field with a 30-
day deadline for compliance.

Issue Number 9-6 - Develop Grants Management Handbook -
Mc..Hpffsmith reports that the ever-enduring Grants Management Hancbook

has been ;typed in rough draft form!
Rowelierp as a result of recommendations made by our federal friends,

Clyde Stephens has roughed out a section on ILA to be included in the Hand-
book. Alto, the federal friends suggested we beef up the sections dealing
with evaluation, etc. Finally, the Handbook needs to be revised to reflect
changes made as a result of the most recent administrative reorganization.
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Issue Number 9-6 ( _ _ued)
Mr. Huffsmith also indicates that after getting the Planning and Evalu-ation Unit organized as far as job duties are conerned,'this project willbe delegated to some lucky person for-completion. Until, then, in

ation of the press of other business, it will go on the shelf as a very lowpriority item.

Issue Number 12 - Review and Revise Client Caseload Procedures -
Mr. James reports that the final case development forme have been

delayed because of other priorities. If other new priorities are not
established, the draft forMs will be printed in June.

Appendix A is scheduled to be distributed to all Manual holders in'June.

The denturist policy is complete except for Linal review by Dr. Burwelland the Administrator.

Issue Number 12-5 - Recast the Administrative Manual -
Mr. James reports that most of the volumes schedules of the Manual

revision project are* schedule except Staff Develo ent and TEAAL1L-11
where esrformance to ,fate has been unsatisfactory

Issue Number 14-1 - Personnel and Training Tracking information System -
Ms. Matthews reiorts that delays in printing have slowed progress on.the TR-100S field test. Forms and instructions have been received and will

be utilized beginning in June.
Training Unit staff reviewed Enecutive Department's remote Access

System which will be used after July 1, 1980. This system will be' used as
the personnel data base for bOth'Training Unit and Personnel, Unit.

`Sample reports still need to be developed before preliminary systemsdesign and establishment of a meaningful completion date.

Issue Number 14-2 - Develop Quality Accounting and Purchasing Services
Mr. Russell reports that:
1. Employe Travel and Purchasing of Client Services and 'Supplies 0

Manual sections were issued this month.
Inventory of Administrative Office fixed assets was completed.
Continued work on new OM Manual.,
Participated in IGE Workshop Review of procedures (accounting ) by
Region X.

S. Attended the accounting portion of a Facilities Workshop in Port-land.
6. Survived a General Services review of VRD purchasing policies.
7. Revised mail room schedule.
8. Met with Bob Butler and Hike McBride on the "MARS' system.
9. Mike McBride started work on 'MARS."

Issue Number 14e3-a - Train Staff on Users Guide for -MIS -
Ms. Matthews reports that the needs survey is completed and the datahas been analyzed. While changes in the system could be proposed fiscal

considerations may rule modifications requiring reprogramming or'report
modifications. Due to this, a training package will be developed around
management reports currently in existence.

issue Number 14-3-c - Develop an Indexed Reprofessional/Tech-
nical Information (Phases I and II) -

Mr. Sherwood reports that the target date -of July 1 remains, attainable
completion of the initial phases of the developMent plan.
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Issue Nur...wer 14-4-a - Develop Supervisory Training on, Dealing with Problem
Bmployes

Ms. Druffe/ reports that due to the decrease of one staff member in the
personnel Unit and increased workload involving-day-to-day personnel issues
And problems, there has not been any recent work accomplished in developing-
s training program for our supervisors. She does not anticipate any time
being available for this project in the near future under the present staf-
fing allodatiOn.

It is her recommendation to assign this project to the Training Unit
using Ms. pruffel as an advisor or consultant.

tnsue Number 14-BA Implement a Revised Automated Fiscal System -
Mr. McBride reports that the. general design of the revised system is in

progress. It is too...early in the design phase to identify specific tasks
which could be schedUlea.

-A detailed schedule will produced soon after July 1, 1980, as the
fiscal input is applied in more detail.

Issue Number 17 - Completion of OVRD's 1977-78 Biennial Report -
Mr. Wright reports that the report was distributed to selected staff in-

early June. An evaluation questionnaire accompanied the reports and except
for analysis of questionnaire results this issue is completed.

Issue Number 18 - Study the Younger Nursing Home: Population to Determine
Feasibility of Moving to Less Costly Care. Report-Results. -

This issue was assigned ,to Mr. Stephens as of, June 2 so action will be
reported in the next report.
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THE PROGRAM EVALUATOR AS EVALUATION CONSULTANT:
TWO EPISODES

ROBERT H. RICHARDSON, Ph.D.

PROGRAM EVALUATION UNIT
MICHIGAN BUREAU OF REHABILITATION

The fundamental task of .the program evaluator is tg.generate accurate\
And useful `information about programs and to CoMMunicate that informationin a usable'fetm,so that, managers can make the decisions for which they areresponsible. The key deacriptors,in,this task definition are "useful"
and "usable." The fundamental characteristic of a "good" evaluation is
its utility to- decision takers.: However, any program evaluation can onlybe as useful to'decision makers as theadequacyof'the evaluation design
incorporated in the' project from its inteption.-:lf-there is rt design for
evaluation or if the program-lacks specific-Objectives or fails to articu-late the eriteriabywhiCh

program outcomes hre'to be measured, the designwill be inadequate and the-resulting evaluation-will fail to produce usefulor usable information..

.In an ideal situation proposals for veig-programs or requests for the
continuation of existing_pograms contain ,a-detailed evaluation section
specifying the untended 'OutComes of the-Program and identifying the speci-
fic criteria to be used for process and outcome evaluation. Again, in an
ideal situation, the program evaluator would be responsible for routinely
reviewing the-evaluation section of program proposals and for certifying
their evaluability in terms of the intentions-and expectations of manage-
ment. Those proposals and requests failing:to obtain approval in this
process would be designated _for-remediation in consultation with the pro-
gram evaluator. Thus, ideally, a routine process-efreview.and consulta-tion would guarantee-both the evaluability of agency programs and projects
and the utility of the informationilenerated by prOgram evaluations.

In most situations, however, the work of the program evaluator takes
place under conditions which fall somewhat short of the ideal. Many pro
grams are considered to be valuable by definition and are never required'
to undergo formal,evaluation. Other programs are put together so hurried.-,
ly because of proposal deadlines or other reasons that there is little
expectation that either the stated objectives will be attained or that th,a
evaluation design will be implemented as written. It is often only later,
in the event of a financial shortfall or the-recollection of an impending
report, that the-issue of program-eve-lb-ability becomes immediately relevant.
When this is the casewhar-ii-to be done? What can the manager or program
evaluator do to satisfy the manager's need for useful and usable informa-
tion for decision making? One solution, although less than ideal, ,is the
utilization of the program evaluator as a consultant to design an'evalua-
tion midcourse which is fair and equitable on the one hand, and which
satisfies the manager's need for accurate and useful information on the
other.
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The purpose of this article is to describe two episodes in a state
vocational rehabilitation agency In which the program evaluator was giventhis assignment. Both consultations are still in process at this writing
and it is not known how they will turn out. In addition to the intended
outcomes of the consultation, all the participants are gaining new insights
with respect to the importance of evaluation design and of having an ade-
quate design "in place" from the beginning of the program. However, the
program .evaluation unit is also learning that it needs to be prepared to
provide assistance when that condition does not exist.

Episode #`1

or the past three years, one of the agency's local district offices
has participated in an RSA-funded facilities staffing project with a local
medical facility specializing in physical restoration services for the
severely disabled. the notion underlying the project was that, given the
size of thd hospital and the number of patients who became clients Of the
surrounding vocational rehabilitation district offices, it Would be mutual
ly beneficial for both fhe hospital and the state agency to place a full-
time vocational rehabilitation counselor in the hospital to coordinate thedelivery of rehabilitation services to patients from within the jurisdiction
ofthe adjacent local district office and to serve as liaison between the

'

hospital and outlying district offices for the delivery of rehabilitation,
services. This pilot project proved to be so successful- "mutually satis-
fying" might be a more appropriate term since the original goals and
objectives of the project lacked objective criteria of successand'depended
primarily upon the subjective assessment of the principal partiesthat
both the hospital and the agency desired to continue the relationship.
This deeirewas .consumated with the signing of a match agreement to take-
effect on October 1, 1979.

On December 27, 1579, almost three months after the initiation of the
new agreement; the agency program consultant responsible for monitoring
the agreement, met with this evaluator to lay t1e groundwork for.a plan

.

for evaluating the project. The program consultant presented an histori--
cal overview of the project and described the close working relationship
which had evolved between the agency and the hospital. When asked ,about
.the, goals and objectives of-the project, he indicated that they were listed
in the match agreement and that I would receive-a-copy for my review. In
response ro the evaluator's repeated emphasis upon'the importance of highly

.specific objectives with measurable outcome criteria, he indicated that
although the objectives listed in the match agreement were "somewhat
general," they enjoyed a high degree of consensus which had developed.oVer
the three years of the pilot. project. ."the problem," he said (and this
was the first mention of anything problematic in the relationship), "is not
su much with the-goals and objectives as with the responsibilities of the
counselor to the hospital on the one hand, and to the vocational rehabili-
tation. agency on the other."
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Fortunately, this description of "the-LA'oblem". prompted one of those
"ah-ha" moments of recognition on the part of the evaluator which reorient-ed the rest of the discussion and ultimately clarified the nature of theevaluation task. It was, after all, "the problem," not some abstract
interest in program evaluation, that provided the primary motivation forseeking out the program evaluator. Furthermore, the nature of "the prob-lem," which had to do with the delivery system through which the project
objectives were achieved and not with the objectives as such, indicated

dthat what was called for was not the design of a product or outcome evalu-
ation but a design for process evaluation--a system for monitoring andevaluating the processes by which the program products would be delivered.

These insights resulted in a series of meetings convened by the agency
program consultant and, involving the project's hospital-based co-supervisor,agency-based co-supervisor, and the program evaluator. This working groupmade a thorough review of the stated goals and objectives of the agreement
and the criteria by which these goals and objectives would be.evaluated.(The program evaluator was never satisfied that they were sufficiently
specific for a fully adequate outcome evaluation. However, in view of the
broad consensus in support of the project goals, and in the interest oft
dealing with the problem which prompted the request for the evaluation, the
evaluator heeded the ancient adage: "If it ain't broke, don't fix it. ")In addition, the group articulated a set of four basic process objectives
which, together with their sub-objectives and activities, specify the pro-cedures to be utilized by the counselor in implementing her assigned tasks.At this writing, the co-supervisors of the project are installing a data
collection system that will enable them to monitor the status of each pro-
cess objective and thus to make those programmatic adjustments and course
corrections which will improve the effectiveness and efficiency of theproject. There is also some discussion of designing an impact evaluationthrough the installation of a follow-up of hospital-agency clients.

Episode

1 This episode is concerned with the evaluation of a Client-Assistance:,
Frojject (CAP) in a state vocational rehabilitation agency. The circum-
stahces surrounding the initiation of the evaluation consultation were
so_ewhat fortuitous. Technically, this federally-funded project had been
in existence for two years and was applying for an extension grant that
wo id become effective at the end of the third (current) fiscal year.
Actually, the project had a very unstable-beginning, characterized by a

ionth delay in funding, philosophical differences between the staffana management with respect to implementation of the project and ultimately.
a change in leadership three months into the second fiscal year. The.first
tasks of the new director were to write a firSt7year annual report,.planthe program for the second fisCal year and recruit a staff. Under these
circumstances, it is not particniarly surprising that -the project,director,
who had had no previous experience with program evaluation, included a
rather weak evaluation design in her project plan.
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It was at this point that one of the', senior managers of the agency
approaChed the program evaluation unit with a request that someone be
assigned to help the -CAP director design $n adequate evaluation. Manage-.
ment anticipated an extremely tight' finanCial situation for the next fiscal/
year and would require concrete evaluative inforMation to facilitate de-cisions which would have to be made about the project should it fail toreceive a federally-funded extension grant Furthermore,- the manager ind
sated thathe wanted "concrete informationlaboutthe contributions of e
project to the agency;' what would be missed if we didn't have it (th
project) how this kind of contact with clients results 4n somethi differ -
ent for clients and 'system-changes' which improve services for crents."-

At this same time, the program evaluation unit, itself p of a
federally-funded project of the BehabilitatiorCSerVices Administration
whiCh was designed to create mOdel evaluation units in six states, was in- .

the proCeseef selecting ageney,prejects-ifi which to field-te/st a set of
project evaluation standards developed byjanother Federal contractor. What
asplendid opportunity, we thought,-to bring-togetherouriown emerging
skills with arCexplicit need on the part`of management and some specific

1restrces.developed by a nationally-knowfi contractor. /Thus, the decision
was made to enter into a consultative relationship with the CAP director.

/

The first meeting of the evalOtor and CAP director was a friendly
disaster. The evaluator learned allot about the ;CAP project and the CAP
director learned a lot about program evaluation/ But things began to fall
apart when the discussion turned `to an evaluation design for the CAP pro
ject. As a first step, the evaluator and the/CAP director reviewed. the
legislation and regulations underlying the 'national program and the evalu-.
ation section of the CAP proposal of,thisagency. The CAP proposal essen-
tially mirrored the-statements of purpose ntiuded in the Federal regula-
tions: 64., "To increase client knowledge and understanding of Bureau of
Rehabilitation services and processesjof client rights and responsibili-
ties, of appeals mechanisms, of civil rights and of-other public benefit
programs." The problem is that this is a process statement--what the staff
will do--not a product statement- -what the staff will accomplish. Recall-,
ing the specificity of the agency manager, the evaluator continued to press
for statements of product, outcome and accomplishment.- For example, "What.
will happen as c: result of this activity?". "What will the 'Outcomes be?"
Invariably, the CAP -director's response was a restatement of the original
,recess. objective, "Clients will know Bureau of Rehabilitation services
and processes..." And equally invariably, the evaluator's response was,
"But how will we know that they know ?" "What will they know?" "How many
will know?" Then came the explosion:. "You are forcing me into a position
of declaring, in quantitative terms,, what the specific outcomes of this
project will be.' I. den't know what the:outcomes will be.. We have no
history or experience to guide us yet. I was under the impression that
the agency belleVed that these services were Important in their own right."

The CAP director was absolutely correct, of .course, and the evaluator
felt duly chastened for exerting the pressure that he did under these cir7
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cumstances. However, the fact remained that agency management required anevaluation design which would produce specific outcome information whichwould enable them to make decisions about level of funding in the subSe-
,

quent fiscal year, especially if an extension grant were not approved forthe project. Consequently, when the evaluator had successfully assured theCAP director that he should be viewed as a helper rather than as an adver-sary,,he proposed a fresh approach. If deduction didn't work, perhaps in-1 duction would.

The evaluator pointed out that the CAP staff was engaged in a numberof activities. These activities were not simply random events--"how-may-we-help-you" responses to every phone call. On the contrary, it was ratherobvious that every activity had some specific purpose or ,expected outcome.As a matter of fact, as the CAP director began to describe specific activi-ties, it became easier and easier to talk about anticipated 'outcomes. Whywouldn't it be possible to put these highly specific, highly individualized
outcomes together in such a way that it would be possible to classify out-comes by type and generalize a set of programmatic outcomes and measurementcriteria? This suggestion was so intuitively satisfying that we agreed toan assignment for the next session. The CAP director and her staff wouldmake a list of all project

activities--everything in which they were engagedover the course of the following week. Keeping the purpose and expectedoutcome of each activity in mind, we would group the activities in terms ofcommon purposes or outcomes. This process should result in a set of objec-tives with known or anticipated outcomes which could be monitored fur thepurpose of outcome evaluation.
Admittedly, these objectives might r- :flectwhat the project was actually doing rather than'what agency management hadintended it to do. But, given the uncertain beginnings of the project andthe current director's ignorance of any management intentions for the pro-ject other than those process-like statements included in the enablinglegislation and regulations, this would be a start--a base for negotiatingwith management with respect to other or additional expectations and out-comes.

Regrettably, the final chapter of this epi4ode cannot be written atthis point .A The CAP director and hei s ff have identified literallyscores of focused activities. Keeping intendedoutcOmes of these
activities in.mind, the CAP director an the,program.evaluator have identi-fied six functional tyPes=of activity, e ch of. which his the potential tobe stated in the form of an objective with specific measurable outLimes.The resistance to this type ofspecificity, is inevitably present, given thelack of a track record for the project and the fact 'that, no other known
project or program in the agency can serve as a model with respectto the
specificity of its evaluation-design. The temptation is always to slipback into those process statements which sound so good, 'but which are so
difficult to evaluate.

Future steps will entail first, presenting the evaluation design to
agency management for approval or negotiation of additional programmatic
objectives. Then, being sure of a set of criteria for summative evaluation,
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the CAP director and program evaluator will complete-the design of an oper-
ational tracking syStem to measure the progress of the project toward-its
objectives-and a data retrieval system to ensure the availability of accur-
ate and useful'information for, both formative and summative evaluation.

The `episodes reported inthis article have portrayed the program eva1U-'
ator in the role of evaluation ;consultant. This role is not entirely new
to most program evaluators, of course. However, in most instances,- ideal-
ly,the consultation takes place on the "front-end" of a program rather
than in the middle. It is to be hoped that as managers become more aware
of the utility of evaluative information for the decisions they have to
make and as program administrators become more experienced in designing
adequate evaluation into their programs from the beginning, the need for mid-
oourseevaluation cOnsultants will decrease. That should be a happier
siutation fdr all concerned.

As indicated above neither of the consultations reported in this
article are complete at'rhis writing. The author/consultant will be happy
to share a descriptive report' of the fruits of either or both with:those
who are interested when they are completed.
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METHODOLOGY FOR DISCRETE EVALUATION

ANET SLIPOW, BILL BROWNFIELD, JACK HAYEK AND EEV. KAUFFMAN
PROGRAM EVALUATION SECTION,

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

The Program Evaluation Section (PES) of the Virginia Department ofRehabilitative Services (DRS) has developed an evaluation methodology foruse in discrete departmental evaluations. The methodology specifies thegeneric princliples and procedures for these internal evaluations and willbe presented and discussed with program managers during the preliminaryevaluation activities. The purpose of the methodology is to promote the
proper development of meaningful information for decisionmakers.

PES defines evaluation as the "process of delineating, obtaining, ana-lyzing and providing useful information for judging decision alternatives"
(Stufflebeam, 1973). The Section advocates two goals for all evaluation
activities: (1) effective, useful and timely information sharing among theparticipants in the evaluation activity, and (2) technical accuracy in thedevelopment, implementation, and reporting of the evaluation activity.

As a consequence, six basic knowledges and strategies are highlightedthroughout the evaluation methodology. PES will strive to maintain them
during every step of the evaluation activity. The following list specifies
these on-going knowledge' and strategies:

(1) Uhderstand the policy making- process of the organization.

(2) Involve appropriate information users and audiences in the evalu-
ation activities.

(3) Employ consulting skills throughout formal and informal sessions.

(4). Provide accurate information in a timely, relevant and applicalbefashion.

(5) Adapt the evaluatiOn activity to meet changing-information needs.

(6) Develop and maintain a. mutual, problempolving approach.'

Vith these factors in mind, an overview ofithe methodology reveals Its.four stages:
fatJAOAing.I.,iirAl_itin-'assessinatgii.

Focussing establishes the scope and objectives of the evaluation activity
and emphasizes the active, early involvementidf,program participants.
Parini pOduces the blueprint for conducting the evaluation activity and
preparesjor-the dissemination'of results and 'recommendations.: implement-ing obtains the necessary information, analyzes and interprets findings
and provides results and'alternatives to ,the decision makers. Assessing-
and reporting provides time for decision! making', and a metaevaluation (a



DRS metaevaluation, includes an evaluation of the evaluation effort, input,
process, outcome, and the use of the resultant informationY. Eventually,
an appropriate impact evaluation may evolve-from this activity. Each of
the four components are interdependent and a feedback loop exists among all
four of the. stages. A graphic portrayal of the overview follows:

FOCUSSING NING NTING ASSESSING.
ANEL

REPORTING.

Each stage of the evaluation methodology is further specified in the
foilowingsecticns of this. article A graphic portrayal of each stage is
included with the desriptian. In addition, a final scheAatic, inclusive.
of all elements th process, is presented at the ?rld of the narrative.

1.
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The
follow &.

of activities in the focussing stage of the evaluation

DEuRniu
NEEOS

IS EVALUATION
APPROPRIATE?

DISCUSS
NEGOTIATE

SATISFACTION

sn

L.)

AGREEmENT SETTING: ARE
RESOURCES AVAILABLE?

NEGOTIATE
SATISFACTION

OBTAIN NECESSARY
BACKGROUND INFORmATION

SET EVALUATIONEVALUATIONPOBJE IV
DOES MANAGER
CONCUR?

NEGOTIATE
SATISFACTION

The_preliminary step in an evaluation activity
is to determine themans er's needs.' What does the manager want to know? The audiences ofthe evaluation Must be identified

(audiences include the decisionmakersand potential information users.- With consulting assistance from YTS,the managers will identify tAlLusszAE of the evaluation. Now can the,evaluatiOn help the managers?
Histotir4ally, evaluation requests havebeen thadelrom upper management (the Commissioner's Office pr one of theAssistant Commissioners). Mien this occurs, the managers will be broughtinto the evaluation effort and tk! rationale and purpose of the activity

,will be explained. In most cases; the managers will be asked to includekey staff persons in the total effort. (Note: The' term managers,'
identifies appropriate staff persons in a particular evaluation effort.)
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Once managers
. needs and purposes are larified, an important question

must be answered, "Is evaluaq.c1ILlananiALL At this time an analysis of
the type of information necessary to satisfy 'he manager's purpose is made.
Representative(s) from PES and the appropriate manager(s) discuss the
area(s) of concern and provide applicable.infor = Hion.' In these early
deVelopmental meetings key issues will be clarif.ed. The Project Evalua-.
tion Team may be comprised of PES staff appointed the, Program Evaluation
Section and:program personnel designated by the unit participating in the
evaluation. The availability of program information and rights of conf-
dentiality will be discussed. In addition, the prac cal implicatiOns .of
decisions based on altetnative evaluation outcomes wil be acknowledged and
any bias and/or assumptions about the evaluation will b= specified. PES
emphasizes the effect of impressions developed during intial meetings and

.-considers_the development of a mutual, problem-solving re_ tionship as be-
ginning with the first encounter among the case of character s. As .d conse-
quence, during this and subsequent activities, coummnication to promote
clarification and understandingis stressed. The terms -discu s and neoti-
ate and satisfactory? indicate this communicative, problem -sol ing strategy.
If no agreement is reached and an imOasse cannot be resolved, en the
evaluation is stopped. If consensus is reached, the evaluation .roceeds to
thenext focusing/decision making activity.'

An evaluation agreement serves to provide. a ftamework for the ptacti-
cal administrative tasks of the evaluation. With agreement, the cast of
characters, in the evaluation know general expectations and are able to.plan
appropriately with these in mind. PES names this decision block of the
methodology, Agreement Setting: Are Resources Available? This agreement
setting activity inclUdes d discussion and negotiation of estimated costs,
staff identification and definition and the allocated time frames for the
completion of the activity. The time frames fot completion of the activity
focus on the managers' needs for the results and practical considerations
for the conclusion of the activity. Again, shouldan impasse be irresolv-
able, then, the evaluation activity would cease.

The agreement particularly emphasizes the explicit creation of the
Project Evaluation Team. The Team conducts the evaluation, and is kevi-
ously mentioned, is composed of staff persons from PES and from the program
being evaluated. The role definitions for each person will be designated,
such that PES and programmatic personnel will understand thetr particular
duties. These individuals function as a team from this point until the
conclusion'of the evaluation, sharing technical responsibilities, trouble-
shooting any potential difficulties, and presenting conclusions and re-
commendations to the specified audiences.

Once,resources are assessed and the agreement is set, the newly formed
Project Evaluation Team researches the program to obtain necessary back-

, ground information. An analysis of this inforMation-evolves into the
setting or evaluation objectives. The precise evaluation objectives are
reviewed with managers for concurrence. Should disagreement be_irreconcil-'
able, the Project Team returns the background;information to re-analyze
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the context of the evaluation and tanagers are 1ol icited again for concur-rence. Systematically,'should this process be ciry::tinhed more than threetimes, then the evaluation should be stcpped and a report presented. How-ever, PES does not envision this predicament occurring after thoroughdevelopmental efforts with,themanagers.

The next phase, the planning process, contains the folio wing proced-ures:

REVIEW EVALUATIO.1
PLAN AMP DESIGN
WITH HANAG E RS

MODIFY ADMINISTRATION OF
THE PLAN WITH MANAGERS

Present
Report

The planning process involves the development of the evaluation
Lifklan. During this phase each evaluation objective is reconstructed asan evaluation quesiion(s). The purpose of the question is to direct the
systematic collection of information. Consequently, it must be specificenought to contain "measurable

concepts which can be investigated system-atically, yet general enough to elicit information which is meaningful todecision makers" (Yavorsky, 1977, p. 59). The design should contain therationale for posing the evaluation-question (how the information willbenefit the decision makers). It should designate the sources of the
information (e.g., who will provide the instrument, how information will becollected and the type of instrument used to collect the information).Finally, the dates the information is needed should be specified (Yavorsky,1977, pp. 57-62).

The Evaluation Plan is the administrative schedule of. the activity.This action plan contains the process action steps for the implementation.
Categories of information to be considered are: the activity, the evalu-
ation question addressed, the dates of the activity, Team members coordin-
ating and participating in the activity and other participants in the
activity (Modified from YavOrsky, 1977, p. 79). For the administration of
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instruments, 1/ the categories should include instrument status (e:i. on
hand, to be developed) evaluation question addressed, administration
schedule, administrator(s), respondents, sampling procedure, data analysis
procedure, data analysis, and date reports completed', (Yavorsky, 1977).

In addition, the Evaluation Plan includes a dissemination and utiliza
tion component. This designates whowill receive what information, hOW:-
(formally, informally), in wt form, -(oral presentation, executive summarY,
written report) and at what point during the evaluation activity. The--
metaevaluation is also scheduled at this time.

When the design and plan are completed, the Project Evaluation Team
and managers meet to review the plan and to resolve any administrative
scheduling difficulties which may arise. Should agreement be unattainable,
then the evaluation is stopped and a report is presented.

Aftek the planning is completed and managers are in agreement with the
administrative'works,,the evaluation activity enters the action-oriented,
implementing phase. A flow chart representing these activities follows

It is important to note that the development:.of instruments,would
demand an individual administratiVe schedule addtessing such pertinent
concerns as identification.of coordinating staff persons, Aevelopment of
variables, reliability, validity, pretesting, any modifications, etc.
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FOCUSSING WINN I NG

DISCUSS
OPTIONS

MAKE sallipv:r-.
NOTE AND 'CONTINUE
ACTIVITY -

EXECUTE EVALUATION ?LAS

PROJECT EVALUATION TEAM
DEVELOPS RESULTS

[IDENTIFY REASONS

NO

RESULTS AND PRELIMINARY
RECOMMENDATIONS REVIEWED
WITH MANAGERS

HAS THE EVALUATION
BEEN CONDUCTED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH
ACCEPTED TECHNICA
STANDARDS?

PREPARE RESULTS
AND PRELIMINARY
ALTERNATIVE RECOM
HINDATIONS

SOLICIT MANAGERS COMF4ENT

PRESENT FINALIZED RESULT
RECOMMENDATIONS

AND\ALTERNAT
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The Projett Evaluation Team executes the Evaluation Plan implement-
ing the actual data collection and analysis stages of the evaluation
activity. When the analysis is complete the Pro*ect Evaluation Team
develo s tbe results by interpreting the data analysis. An answer to the
question, "Has the Evaluation peen conducted in accordance with technical
standards?" is a process check to insure technical accuracy in the pro-
cedures. Technical accuracy is examined by relating the evaluation

.

results to the evaluation objeCtives and considering the extent to which
the objectives are met. The t chniral accuracy may also be checked for
bias or faultiness by examinin' the sources of information, sampling
procedures, instrument reliability, and validity, analysis methods, or any
other technical procedures. If the technical standards are found to be
upheld, then the evaluation process continues and the Team prepares pre-
liminary recommendations. If the standards have been violated, then the
Team will identify reasons for the inaccuracies, and subsequently will
discuss the feasible options. Options may be to (1) stop the evaluation;
(2) return to the focussing phase, and refocus the activity with manageri-
al input; (3) return to the larp2aLg_n phase and replan and reconduct the
datacollection effort or (4) note the inaccuracies and go on with the
evaluation process. These inaccuracies would be reported with results
of the evaluation (Draft and Final Report).

1 .

.

After the technical accuracy has Veen determined, the Team prepares
the results and eliminar alternative recommendations. These are
reviewed with managers. The concept of discussing draft findings with
the managers and decisionmakers is one critical aspect of the methodology.
Managers may ha "e additional recommendations to suggest. In addition,
managers may torment in writing about the evaluation. These comments

1 be included in the final written report.

Finalied results and alternative recommendations are presented to
the audiences. Emphasis -is placed on timely, .usable, and accurate
Jnformation provided in a manner which is understndable and,appropriate
for the audience.

The-final presentation of the results and recommendations marks the
end of the illat2fntina-stage of the methodology.

Assessing and reporting, the fourth and last phase, is summarized
, graphically on the next page.
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,t1 EXECUTE REMAINING

DISSE-AATION AND
"5 UTILIZATION ACTIVITIES

INCLUDING A METAEVALUATION

iAGEKENT DECISION
:-_ETNEG

VI
0
4

FEEDBACK METAEVALUATION.INTO.
PLANNING FOR FUTURE EVALUATION
ACTIVITIES

Decision making allocates me for management to determine what actions
to take regarding the evaluation activity. The remaining dissemination and
utilization activities will be'exeouted based on the previously designed
schedule. One feedback questionnaire, the metaevaluation, will be adminis-
tered to key staff. It will include questions on the informationusage
and the input, process, and outcome of the evaluation activity.

Should the decision makers chboseto implement the recommendations
from the evaluation activity, as staff will be available'for technical
assistance in these activities. When appropriate, an impact evaluation
will be made to follow-up on the evaluation activity.

Finally, the results from the metaevaluation instrument and manager-
ial comments will be fed back into the proper planning for future evalu-.
ation activities. PES striver to support the changing information needs
of decisionmakers.- To uphold this ideal the Section plans to change, to
revise and to grow appropriately.
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METHODOLOGY FOR DISCRETE EVALUATIONS
Pro am EvIluacion Sencion

Virginia Departmenc of Rchabilitaiva SnrvIces
May 15, 1950
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CASE REVIEW PROCESS IN PROGRAM EVALUATION

HARRY W. GUISE, ADMINISTRATOR OF EVALUATION
PENNSYLVANIA BUREAU OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

We in Pennsylvania feel that in developing a comprehensive program,
evaluation plan,'a case review process should be vne-program methodology
in evaluation activities. A'pase review system has the capability cf iden-
'fying base line case service patterns, thereby-generating information

the initiation of or improvement of decision making in policy and
procedure.

The extent and degree of the structure and activities of the case
review process,is contingent-upon the personnel allocated by the state to
evaluation and the needs of the state as seen by top_ management and other.
inputs.

Because-of the proposed Federal Evaluation Standards whiCh are current-
ly being field tested by the Model. Evaluation Unit states each State in the
,country will have to develop its own case review process or utilize an
existing process developed by someone else.

To define program evaluation on a state level, it is very useful to
identify procedures for utilization of information to :nprove decision
making in vocational rehabilitation

program planning, monitoring and re-
vision. (Handbook of Program Evaluation Studies, Michigan Rehabilitation
Research, 1978) This review of current state rehabilitation agency program
evaluation studies further states that program evaluation studies can be
divided into three broad areas: (a) input studies which provide informa-
tion for uc in program planning; (b) process studies which provide in-
formation for use in program monitoring; and (c) outcome studies which
provide information for use in program revision or change. In this
article our attention will be devoted to the process studies in program
evaluation studies.

A process study such.as a case review system is concerned with the
case service patterns within the rehabilitation process. Examples of the
type of information gathered from a case review system might Ve: (a)
delayed movement of clients' cases in tFe rehabilitation procesS; (b) per-
.centages of eligibility of served clients; and (c) suitability of selection
of clients' vocational objectives. This type ofcomPiled data"would
provide the appropriate people in the agency's case service, policy and
planning sections a "nitty-gritty" information base for change, modifica-
tion, development and implementation of policy and procechire.

For example, we can determine through statistical data the existing
time -frames in the movement of clients' cases from referred status to
eligibility status. If we develop a standard of three months as an accept-
able time frame for that movement we might learn that in 20.Percent of our
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cases there is delayed movement. With this statistical, information as a
base, a case review could be conducted on the20-percent-delayed-=movement-
cases to determine reasons fcr the delay. An analysis of the -case review
findings would provide sufficient case service information to implement
case service policy changes, modifications or clarifications.

AiJove all, a case review-process should attempt to meet the specific
needs of the individual VR agency usin the proces. Ta Pennsylvania we
feel.. that we haVe a structured,:ase review process that does meet our
particular needs and allows for input from.many levels.

The structured process begins with out field operations organization.
The agency organization provides for four regional offices, each super-
vising the field activities of several' district offices. A case service

.

evaluator is assigned to each of these regional offices. But though these
regional co:,e service evaluators are assigned to the regional administra-
tors, the central office Administrator of Evaluation maintains continuous
and direct contact with the four to coordinate and direct case service
evaluation activities.- -This dual supervision and control assures a
thorough integration of staff and line activities in program evaluation and
provides for the continuous flow of information to and from field activities.

The attached diagram (Figure 1) describes-the relationships between
the Central Office, Regional Office and District organization and the case
review process. Utilizing this organizational structure, Pennsylvania's
Case Review- 'Process haS the following objectives:

1. Evaluate documentation for s ! and Federal compliance.

2. Identify the strong and weak areas in case,service patterns,

3 Evalunt

4. Identify inadequate policy and procedure.

e understanding of existing policy and procedure.

Standardize, as much as possible,-the interpretation and imple-
mentation of policy and proced4re.

Promote a pOsitive concept of evaluation's role within the
vocational rehabilitation process context.
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With these objectives in mind, the following system has been developed
to implement the Case Review Process in Program Evaluation in Pennsylvania.
This system has been further enhanced by Pennsylvania being a model unit
state. Depending Upon the Case Review and the circumstances, the steps
outlined can be modified. (Figure 2 is a synthesis of the,Case Review
Process.)

1. . Selection by Office of Administrator ftr Evaluation of Case -rvice
Area for Review

A. Obtain input from a representative sarkling of District Office
personnel concerning Case Service areas that'might be reviewed
and the objectives for. such review District Office personnel
might be District Administrator, Assistant-District Adminis-
tratbr and supervisors.

obtain input from Central Office .anagement concerning the Case
Service areas that might be reviewed and the objectives and
purposes for suggested reviews.

'Through the above input crystallize and select a Case Service
area for review and xtate the objectives Of the review.

II. DeVelopment of Case Review Sheet and Standards

A. Each Regional Case Service Evaluator develops a list of appropri
-aLJ questions to be used.for the intended Case Review,.and a
copy of each list is sent to each of the other Case Service
EValuators and to the Administrator for EvalLdtion.

B. The lists of questions are reviewed at the regular monthly meet-
ing of the Evaluators with-the Administrator for Evaluation--
reviewed for the purposes of deletion, addition, changes and the
compilation of a single list.

C. Following the above meeting, and prior to the next monthly meet-
ing, each Evaluator selects a few cases to review with the single
list for appropriateness of the questions, and again completes
his or her own list, which again is sent to each of the other
Evaluators and to the Administrator of Evaluation for review.

At the Second meeting the Evaluators again review the questions.
together and complete a final list of questions with standards,
with 'categorization of areas of prime importance, using, if
possible, an existing base Of information itich as R-300.

Following the. second meeting each Evaluator pretests the final'
questions and standards by reviewing 15 cases 'of his or her own
choosing.



At a third.meeting, the list of questions used in the 15 case
reviews are discussed. A question item analysis of the Case
Review Sheet is performed for uniform interpretation and in-
creased intertater reliability.

C. The-Case Review Sheet and Standards-are drawn up and completed by
the group as a whole at this third meeting.

H. The final draft, of the Case Review Sheet and Standards is pre-
sented to the appropriate Central Office Management level for its
review and input,iand to a representative sampling of District
Administrators for their review and input.

I. Office of the Administrator of Evaluation finalizes the Case
Review Sheet and Standards.

III. Case Review

A. Meeting of Regional Case Service Evaluators to -einforce inter-
rator reliability.

1. At 9 regular monthly meeting of the Evaluators, or a special,
meeting called for that purpose, there is discussion of
interpretation of policy and procedure. -

2. Standards and Case Review Sheet to be used are thorOughly
reviewed.

Evaluators review a case with the developed Case Review Sheet
and Standards.

4. Question interpretation for Case Review Sheet is. developed.

Selection by office of Administrator of Evaluation of Cases to
be reviewed.

1. Computer is.,used for selection of random:and stratified
sampling of cases to'be reviewed.

Printout of client information is obtained and given to Case
Service Evaluators.

Assistant Director of Field Operations notifies Regional
Administrators and District Administrators of date of review,
and the Administrator of Evaluation provides them with a list:
of cases to be reviewed.

When Case Review is completed, one copy' of the Case Review Sheet-
is given to the District Administrator, one copy is-sent to the



Administrator of Evaluation and the original is kept by the
Regional Case Evalitator,

D. Case Service Evaluator prepares a summary of the evaluation find-ings in eachDistri,,:t.

1V. Utilization of Case Review

A. Conference of District Office and Regional Office Personnel

1. Allowing at least three weeks of District Office staff to
review evaluation findings, the Regional Administrator
establishes a date for a conference with District Office
personnel including the District Administrator, Assistant
District Administrator and District Office Supervisors.
Regional Office personnel are the Regional Administrator,
Assistant Regional Administrator and Regional Case Service
Evaluator.

Evaluation findings are reviewed and discussed--_tronk and
weak areas identified, problem case service patterns and
areas pinpointed, need for clarification or modification of
procedures stndied,,etc.

District Office gives: its evaluation of- -the evaluation re-
sults, and presents the procedure or method it intends to
use to disseminate and utilize evaluation results and to
implement corrective action where necessary.

Procedures to be used for follow-up are discussed.

Report of Case Review and Evaluation Conference by Regional
Office

Following the Case Review and'Evaluation Conference the Case Ser-
vice'Evaluator and Regional Administrator submit a report on the
conference to the Administrator of Evaluation, which report
includes:

1. Identification of problems in and recommendations for solu-
tions to such problems in case service areas.

The expressed opinions of the District Office regarding the
Case Review.

An outline of District Office's plans for dissemination
and utilization of e Evaluator's findings to supervisors
and counselors, and plans for implementation of corrective
action where deemed necessary.
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C. Repo-Ft of Administrator of Evaluation

Following the receipt by the office of the Administrator of
Evaluation of all completed evaluation review forms, District
Office Summary Evaluations, and reports of District Office Case
Evaluation Conferences, the procedure is as follows:

1. The material from the case reviews is compiled, reviewed and
evaluated.

7. The Administrator of Evaluation, after analyzing the case
review data, drafts a report of conclusions and recommenda-
tions.

3. The draft is presented to various Central Office management
levels (Director, Assistant Director, Planning Section,
Field Operations, and the Training Section) for review and
input.

4. To obtain a user's perspective several District Administrat-
ors asked for input on both content and format of the draft.

The final product, written by the Administrator of Evalu-
ation, is distributed to the Director, Assistant Director,
Planning Section,'Field Operations, Training Section,
Regional Administrators and District Administrators.

D. Implementation of Changes

1. The Administrator of Evaluation and-staff meet with Assistant
Director of the agency and appropriate central office staff
to discuss implementation of-recommendations based on the
final report. Final decisions on acceptance or rejection of
recommendations and implementation of changes are made by
the Assistant Director.

2. The staff of the Administrator of Evaluation and the 'Region-
al Case Service Evaluators are available as resource people
n those involVed in the implementation of changes.

1_1

-Following completion of the implementation procedures, the Regional
Case_Service Evaluators, as directed by the Administrator of Evalu-
ation,-spot check to determine if directed changes are, in fact,
being implemented.

To date, in Pennsylvania; we have been utilizing our Case Review
Process for appioximately- three years, have gained meaningful experiences
and added another dimenstion to -gut evaluation program. The fact that our
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experience with Case Review haS been positive is due, wc 4e1 in a largemeasure to careful planning and preparation, trained personnel and thecommitment of top management people. For any evaluation progr .m to have
real meaning and va:Ale, a strong- commitment by top management is an
absolute necessity--we are fortunate in Pennsylvania to have this. No lessimportant is an adequate and trained staff of case reviewers which not only
insures that the work will be done correctly but establishes credibilitywith the field-staff, another important factor in the success of any evalu-ation program. The four full-time case service reviewers were trained for
approximately three months before assuming the.responsibilitiesof theirnew positions. The carefb1 planning and preparation-that is necessary in-cludes the preparation of the field staff to accept the evaluation process.

As Eric Hoffer states in his book, The Ordeal of Change (1963), "Evenin slight things the new is rarely without some stirring of foreboding."All agencies, at one time or another, have had some type of case reviews.
However, if an agency develops and implements a structured and permanent
case review process as part of policy there may be some "stirrings of fore-boding." To prevent th's we suggest an awareness type of training at alllevels prior to the implementation of the case review process. The purposeof this training would be, to present the "how, why and where" of the casereview system. If personnel are aware of the purposes and procedures therewill be a minimum of stirring. In Pennsylvania we produced a video tape of
the Case Review Process through our Training Section. This video tape was
shown in each of our 15 District Offices. Following the shawing of the
tape a team of MIR personnel made up of individuals from Case Service Sec-
tion, Evaluation Section, and Training Section were available for questionsand comments. In attendance at these meetings were all personnel in the
District Office, and our experience with this training and the outcome werevery positive.

The Case Service Review Process, like program evaluation in general,
neither simple nor easy, but in Pennsylvania we have found it wellh the effort.



BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS AS A TOOL IN PFOGR.P. EVALUATION

SITA MISRA

WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY REHABILITATION RE'EARCIA AND '[RAINING CENTER
NEIL A. PALOMBA

WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY DEPARTMENT OF ECONONIr.:S

Human wants and desires are unlimited but the resources to satisfy
these wants are limited or scarce. Scarcity of resources then
necessitates choices or preferences. The process of choice-making
creates the notion we call " "the opportunity cost." The opportunity
or social casts are defined as "the. value of resources that would
have been available for other uses had special ser-4ioes net been
rendered" (Conley, 1969). To make effective decisions on resource
allocation, be it in the private sector or public sector, management
neEds techniques of program analysis and evaluation.

Benefit-cost analysis seeks to identify investment projects or
decisions that will " "maximize the present value of all benefits less
tLat of all costs, subject to specified constraints" (Prest & Turvey,
1965). Expressed in the language of welfare economics, the objective
is toTank alternative investments in order tccselect those which
have potential for yielding Pareto optimum an improvement that
makes at least one person better off and nobody worse off.

investmerit decisions in the private sector are fairly -easy to
make because the costs and benefits of alternative courses of action
and alternative resource uses can be measured with reasonable accuracy.
However, investment decisions in the public sector, Particularly in
the area of human resources development, are'. difficult to make due to
the imperfect nature of-the market in the field of human resources.
In the' development of human tesoUrces the net benefits may be high,
but they are frequently so diffused that many single individuals cannot
capture enough of them, or have a sufficiently long-term perspective,
to justify the additional investment even when high and quick returns
can be captured. Then there are difficulties of measuring qualitative
and non-economic attributes. Yet, a quantitative evaluation of benefits
and costs of alternative programs is.Surely required for rational
decision-making-in government planning. Benefit-cost analysis,
therefore, can only be one test of the program's worth to be balanced
against the broader humanitarian and social censiderations.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS

The origins of the human capital theory lie in the work of
Sir William Petty,.a 17th century English economist.. He tried, to
estimate the value of human capital by using annual per capita income,
interest and the number of Englishmen during his time; and then using
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his estimate to determtne the capitalized value of human beings lostby war, disease or migration.

In the. United States, an exceptional growth of manpower (employmdnt
and training) policies occurred during the decade of the 1960s. Thesepolicies originated in the early years of the decade to help combat
substantial unemployment and long-run structural imbalance in the economyand they continued to expand throughout the decade. There was a growing
need to_evaluate these manpower programs to determine their impact onthe economy. Although perfection is 'far from achieved and evaluation
techniques have varied tremendously, a large number of economic
evaluations have,been made in the manpower Area (Palomba, 1979).

,Evaluations in the manpower area have at best looked at theeconomic impact upon program-clients of various manpower programsfrom the viewpoint of individuals, society and government. iqone of__these, evaluations has been able to measure. either-tre-indirect economicimpact or the non-economic impact of manpower programs. Three recentmajor studies have reviewed hundreds of evaluations of manpower programsthe Goldstein study (1972); the Barsby study (1972) and the WhartonSchool study (1975). These-reviews highlight four major conclusions:

1. Manpower programs have been effective from a economicviewpoint. The. poverty gap has been reduced but not
eliminated for the clients of these programs

Skill training and job development programs are more
successful froM the economic viewpoint than employabilitydevelopment or work experience programs.

'

The most conomically efficient programs have been
vocational rehabilitation (VR), ;vocational education, and TA(Mantiower Development and Training Act) skill traini
specifically,on-the-job training.

Fifty percent or more of the economic gains of manpower
prbgrams have been due to an employment effect (increased,hours of-work as opposed to a wage effect (increasedlevel of wages).

The indirect economic impact of manpower programs could.be very importantin measuring the efficiency of manpower programs. A manpower programcan-have either a positive (vacuum effect) or negative (displacementeffect) economic indlrect impact, if non-clients in the society are helpedor hurt by the program. 'A vacuum effect occurs when clients are trainedfor higher skilled john (skill and wage levels will increase), theirprevious jbbs to be taken by lesser skilled hon-clients. Such-an effectwould understate-the total impact of a program. A displacement effectoccurs- when the clients are placed in, jobs at the expense of non- clients.
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Any increase in the client's income will be .due to mare hours of work
(employment effeet)'and not due: to a wage inerease. The displacement
effect would overstate the total impact of a program.

The reviews of manpower programs show that a large part of the
.

change in income is caused by an employment effect. Therefore, future
evaluations of manpower programs must attempt ro'separate wage and
employment effects.

-,:---

BENEFIT -COST ANALYSIS IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

The growing. use of the planning - programming- budgeting (PPE) 'system

in evaluating public expenditures has been. accompanied by a growing under-
standing of the complexities of the methodological'and conceptual. problems
facing benefit-cost analysts Several benefit -cost studies of the Federal-
state.rehabilitation prograMs as a whole or of its component parts have
been undertaken,since 1965. These have been used primarily twwin support
_for increased program expenditures (Noble, 1977).

In recent yews there\have been both internal and external motive
the-development of program evaluation efforts in state VR agencies.

Externally, among others, there has been increased demand for accountab'lity
in human services. The 1971 Rehabilitation Act contains a requirement that
evaluation standards be devised and implemented to measure the,performa ice
of the Wt. program in achieving its mandate. The program evaluation
standards include "benefit-cost and nest effectiV.Fness" as one .of the
performance standards. Also, there has been a growing emphasis on
data-bised program development. The goal of progtam development is
to design optimal programs which help clients achieve specific outdo.

;utilizing available staff and resources.

Benefit-cost analysis lends itself to predictiVe uses. Thetis
it will tell us theresults of alternative allocations Of resources
programS and to a lesser extent between prograths (Sewell, 1965).
program administrators may have fears that too narrow an economic
interpretation of the comparative benefits and costs of programs which
have important social and. human values might undermine and disto_ both
the objectives of programs and endanger' their case for expanding _hem.
However, in practice, it has'netbeen possible touse benefit -cot ratios
to compare VR programs except in the most general terms7
program has its own set of internal and external benefits add °sts and
each has its own model built to. fit its particular circumstanc-s.
general, therefore the benefit -cost models are thuch,more useful for
altering or otherwise improving the effectiveneseofe single VR.
program than they are for making; comparisons between programs

Furthermore, benefit-cost analysis imposes a'very valuable discipline
on the decision7making processes of program administrators and policy-
makers.- It requires a clear articulation of ohjectives (for the purposes

\-
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of quantification) and a precise methodology for determining exactly how
these objectives are being met. By identifying the amount and incidence
f the benefits and costs fort the clients, society and the government,

the benefit-cost model will provide a structure for analytic'interpretatio
which will faCilitate programhmonitoring. The mere act of gathering the
data and structuring the analysis for a benefit-cost model will help
identify the problem areas within the VR program and facilitate changes
In the combination of factors employed, or in the level and structure of
services offered to the clients (Majumder, Greever, & Palomba, 1978).
The applications of micro benefit-cost analysis based on continuing
program bbRefits and cost data are numerous. For example; by comparing
the client's past work history with his /her activities and earnings after
VR training we can judge what kinds of clients use the program to greatest
advantage. Do older clients do better than younger? Do the clients in
fact-use the VR training? Do they_increase their income'over time as a
result of the training? Are they less likely to be unemployed?

All of this kind of analysis and the decisions which flow from it must
be undertaken with the full realization of the practical limitations of

1;

benefit-cost analysiS, as opposed_to ultimate theoretical limitations. No
benefit-cost model as yet measures precisely what it purports to measure
because of the need.to use proxies on both the benefits and costs sides
of the mode

Some effort is being made by the Research and Training Center Staff
at Baylor University to measure the qualitative benefitsacCruing.from
iehabilitation using. psychometrics. When theit.study is completed it
might provide some insight as to how some of the intangible benefits
resulting from rehabilitation could be assessed. Of-course, it should
be-remembered that this-will-still not solve the problem of'determining
the range and scope of total benefits; combining both market and
non-market measures of benefits into a single global measure. But
is certainly a step in the right direction.

BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS: WHERE ARE WE AND WHERE ARE WE GOING?

We can summarize our th ughts by saying that benefit-cost analysis
has come a long way in.jost wo-decades, but as an evaluation tool
there. is still major-develoOment work to be done before it can k,e used
extensively. The major problem areas that remain include:. Wkdeveloping
an inexpensive but. control mechanism. so that we can accurately
MeasUre_peonomic benefits.'and coats: . (2) developing-a method:teestimate
the indirect' economic benefitS,and Costs (vacuum effect and displacement
effect); and (3) developing a method to incorportae non-econothic'
benefits into the benefit-cost evaluation tool. It will take at least
two more decades to solve these three problem areas.
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Problem-area (1) can be solved by .using various hefore-after control
mechanisms and checks - the results periodically with alive control group
until aln inexpensive control mechanism is found which is reliable.
Since live control groups are so expensive at best they can only be
used periodically. Thus, finding a before-after control mechanisth that
can roughly predict live control group results at a fraction of the
cost is imperative. We are optimistic that this can be done.

Problem area (2) will be more difficul Here attempts will have
be made to estimate wage effects and employment effects in the area of
economic benefits so that a reasonable estimate can be made of vacuum
effects and displacement effects. Until. this problem area is resolved
evaluators will have to be content to use benefit and cost data for
clients,only (direct economic benefits. and 'costs)

The third. problem area will be die most difficult to handle.
/.
/It-

could be quite some time before anyone can properly combine economic
benefits and non- economic .benefits into one global measure of be/ nefits.
This-is. the most serious fault with benefit-0'st analysis. Th PrOblem

/

is that while economic costs are probably the onlynon-trivial/costsiof
a social=actiori program,' the economic benefits a P probably,n't the Only
non-trivial benefits. One approach in this area may be toe nducC an
economic benefit -cost evaluation, and then simply list non- conomic
benefits as seen fit.. Thus, at some.future point in time valuators
might be able to make statements about a social action programs ti.sD,a_-,

--..._this prograMcost $1 million to treat 400 clients; however,,we-'-ati ate-- ---:
that the 400 clients will earn,$600,000 mare during their lifetime,
their divorce rate will be 10 percent less and their feelings toward
themselves will be 8 percent higher according to some acceptable evaluation
scale.

I.

Benefit-cost analysis is. too good not to use but not. good enough
to use exclusively._
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PUTTING THE HORSE BEFORE THE, CART R, A CASE FOR VR AGENCY
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS BEFORE EVALUATION

MiSsissippi Vocational Rehabilitation for the Blind

Evaluation--what it is and is riot, what it does and does not, 1why it
is necessary and why not, what it should and should not consist of,, even
the definition for the tereeviluation"--is the subject of much debate
and concern in the World of vocational rehabilitation. Increased demands
for accountability from both the Federal and state levels of government
make evaluation of VR programs expediently necessary if agencies expect
continued and/or increased funding. The state-of-the-art in VR presently
leans toward, evaluation outcomes as valid indicators of an agency's success
or lack of success in rehabilitation of clients. Thus, evaluation as a
measuring device, is being embraced by VR as never before. This new aware-
ness of and appreciationlor total program evaluation is in itself desir-'
able; however, the agency that attempts total program evaluation prior to
developing, testing, and installing a formal system of management informa-
tion is in for a rude awakening. A logical refutation of this statemen
is the feet that some VR agencies have done credible jobs of rehabilitating
clients without management information systems and these L6encies can pro-.

duce credible statistics to verify their consistency of 26's. So then,
why is a management information system a necessary prei-equisite for total
program evaluation, and why does program evaluation in the absence of a
sound management information system constit4te putting the cart before the
horse?

First, let us agree that just as a rose by any other name smells as
sweet, evaluation, by any other definition, is still the appraisal of an
activity to determine its significance or worth. Admittedly there are
agencY staff evaluators, consultants from specialized firps, universities
and research and development centers, and other experts who have much more
flowery definitions of evaluation and who, in all probability, have their)
own unique approach to evaluation. While these definitions and approaches
to evaluation are not being Ichallenged, it appears that the simple defini-
tion of evaluation herein cited and the approach to evaluation' through a
sound management information system have equal merit. As to a management
information system let us define it in simple terms as well by saying that
in, a VR agency a management information system is the method of providing
to decision makers the information they need to plan, execute, and control
operations of the agency. For example, what information. .does an agency's
fiscal officer need to plan the agency's annual budget; or, what informa-
tion does an agency director need to determine the geographical distribu-
tion of counselors in a State? The answers to these,questions, and the
method by which these answers are provided, constitute a management in-
formation system. .1p all likelihood, VR administrator9 have all the in-
formation they need, but this informition is probably not,supplied in a
form which is usable or ystematic enough for it to be valid. Thus,
managers at any level in R need.some concept of what information is
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needed4 in what form it is needed, criteria by which.to evgluate the in-
formation, and some concept of.timeliness. Summarily, a management in-
formation system can be as simple or as complex as the agency manager's
demand based on their decisionmaking needs. What of the agency with its
proud history of consistent 26s and no managementinformation system? The
agency simply does not exist. While there may have been no formal (written)
plan for management information, some management information system has
Been in operation because decisions have been made to produce. the record
of 26s. The system filly have been the intuition of top management, the
collective intuition an oligarchy, or benevolent dictatorship--but,
system existed!

Now that we are armed with simplistic, though sound, definitions of
the terms "evaluation" "management information system" we can regress:
to answer the original question: how does attempting total program evalu-
ation prior to installing a forMal management information system constitute
putting the cart before the horse?

The existence of a formal management. information system (formal _eau-
iing written) denotes the existence of several important.00nditionslwhich,
in turn, permit objective program evaluation. Basically; these conditions
are: (1) a well defined organizational structure; (2) a clear understand-
ing of the legal responsibilities of the agency; (3) a method for system
atic planning involving input from all agency strata; and (4) a well
defined- mission statement supported by realistic, flexible goals and measur-
able objectives. -Before examining the importance of each of these-Con-.
ditions, it should be,noted that there_ are various types of managetent in-

'

formatiOn systems and the one an agency opts to use depends on factors
peculiar to that agency./ Regardless of the type of management information
system developed, one f/ctor is oritical'in all of them: willingness to
accept, change. Agent ymanagement which is Oligarchic or benevolently
dictatorial will not/findit easy, to cite the old cliche, to give up the

i

bird in the hand for the possible two or three which management information
'indicates dre:posSibly in the bushes. Yet, the purpose of a management
information system is to provide,decisionmakers with just such InforMation,
and the purpose:Of evaluation is to determine the significance:or worth of
the proposed activity. whichmight yield two birds as well/es the activity
which has proven to yield one bird. Ulna evaluation and management in-
formation, though strange, edfellows coMplement each'other.

As one of the conditions resulting from a management inforMation
systeM,,what does organization structure have to do/with evaluation? Fir-
and perhaps foremost, organization structure in the VR agency delineates the
allocations of tasks necessary for the rehabilitation of clients. In VR,
the rehabilitatiotiof the client is notthelsoi0 purview of the counselor;

, rather, each agency staff person contributes to the client's rehabilitation
;through the performanee of his assigned tasks. This interdependency element
makea it necessary that each staff person have an assigned place in the
agency; hierarchy and a written job description which dleatly outlines his
responsibilities, to whom he is responsible, arid, how the-successful..



.accomplishment of7his assigned tasks impacts the tasks of his unit and ofthe overall agency. Organizatioal structure further insures that
management has a firm understanding of staff duties, that management dis-
ributes responsibility (0o0er). and that management,4hroughorganiiationalstrUcture, can allocate.tasks resulting fromthe-levy of new mandates or

-alteration:In mandates to the appropriate staff level. Looking at organi-
zational structure frorsthe point of view that it.is a-functional tool whichserves to furthertheultimate.end of rehabilitating clients,.therelation-

.ship between organization Structure:and evaluation becomes morennder-standable. Thus, whether an individual staff member is being evaluated todetermine whether or not he has successfully cOntributedto the agency's
purpOse through completion of his assigned tasks or, whether the,organi-
zational structure itself is being evaluated to:determine hoW well it
serves to further the agency's mission, .the exir. nice of an organization
structure that is- supportive of a system of management information has a
high probability for being successfully evaluated.

Almost daily changes in poll.cy affecting local VRoperations are handed
dcrin from the Federal government and in some instances, the state governmentas Well. A clear understanding of what an agency is legally responsible.foris pne of the'bonuses of a management information system. Decisions as tohow an agency handles Federal and state mandates. should be reflected : in the
agency manuals or _handbooks, which means that once again a management in-'
formation system is needed to systematiCally take care of such situations.
Now :doe's a'clear understanding of what an -agency is legally responsible for
facilitate evaluation? TbiSquestion can satisfactorily be answered`, by
citing that.theMisaisaippi MEU in the proCessof developing a Basic
Management Paredign.for Mississippi Vocational Rehabilitation for. the.
Blind, developed a Compliance Activities Matrix consisting of some twenty
(20) activities, Federal andistate,for which ten agency is responsible
during the_course of a fiscal year Comprising the agency's-legal tespon
SibilitieS, these twenty (2) compliance activities run the gamut from
continuing studies to required reviews. ,In a management information system,
such a matrix. provides management with: -(1) a listing of all compliance [
activities; (2), required completion dates which provide management with
some basis for determining initiation dates;,(3) a basis for. allocating
staff and time necessary for conducting the compliance activity;, and,
(4) periodic review-and reappraisal of agency approaches to conducting
tasks necessary to comply with mandates.

Evaluation of an agency must necessarily address whether or not the
agency is in compliance with Federal and state mandates--legal responsi-
bilities. A management information systems makes the process of evaluat-
ing this facet of, an agency's operation a less complicated task. It should
be noted here that a \Jeer understanding of an agency's legal responsibi-
lities does not exclude those responsibilities which the agency sets for
itself. In fact, when\reviewing the Mississippi MEU's Compliance Activi-
ties Matrix, a number of other areas of agency interest were discovered.
The VR agency genuinely concerned with its mission of rehabilitating the
client will naturally move to independently take on the "discoVered"
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areas of interest, and evaluation will alse,refiect those agency projei
which are the outgrowth of legal responsibilities.

Systematic planning involving input from all agency strata is anon
essential feature of a management information system which impacts the
-evaluation process. To assure that each staff person in an agency. recog-
nizes his job assingment as supportive of his component's tasks and
necessary to the success of the agency in rehabilitating clients, a manage7
ment information system should 'ncompass all agency levels in planning
agency activities. Planning in an agency is a tri-fold process: individual
planning fior individual activities; small group planning forcomponent
actiVities; and, administrative planning for the overall agency. Adminis-
trative planning for the total agency should utilize the-input of the small
group.(component). and the indivudal. It was noted earlier in this article
-that; each staff mrmber in an agency contributes, directly or indirectly, to
the rehabilitation of the client: thus, each staff person has a vested
interest in the +ncy's overall Success, Planning from the individual
level up to anclihrough the administtrativejevel should reflect activities
!which will lead *0 the ultimate end desired by the agency.

'It is impea.dible to engage in planning without a clear understanding
of an agencylegal'responsibilitiesandwithout an organizational structure
which permitS--input of ideas from one level to the next. When agency
planning is evaluated, the input of. ideas should be easily traceable from
top to bottom/Or bottom-tv-iitoP. Additionally, evaluation of agency planning
within the confines of management information can move past-addressing
quantitative tems such as how many activities were planned toladdressing
qualitative aspects such as how well were activities -planned, to what degree
were the plans initiated and completed,-and what impact did the planning'
and conduct of the activities have on the agency's desired end,

It would seem logical that before an agency could begin total program
evaluation,iit shou1ld have in writing, and as part of its management in--.)
'formation system,a.mission statement,, realistic yet flexible goals,; and
measurable-Objectives. When-queried as to the mission of VR, the stock
and truthfu), response is "to rehabilitate people." It-is therefore in he
best-interest Pf, VR 'agencies -to put in writing their plan for:,rehabili-
tating people.! If the plan is not in writing, how can it be 'evaluated?
If an agency has a management ini-ormation'system, it is virtually impos-
sible not -to have a mission statement, goals and objectives. One -dould,-of
course, - -fall back on counting the 26s, but we have already established
that this alone does not equal total.program evaluation.

Establishing a mission statement, goals and objectives as part of an
agency's management information system is not a difficult matter. In fact
most VR agencies probably have a mission statement, goals and objectives'
stated in some form in the various documents they produce. The mission
statement, goals and objectives of Mississippi Vocationtal Rehabilitation
or the Blind were culled from the agency's annual reports, brochures,

state plan, etc. As illustration, consider the following diagram which is
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taken from the Basic Management! paradigm being developed by the Mississippi
liEU for Mississippi Vocational Rehabilitation for the Blind:
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mi
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Planning at a level such as illustrated
ought logically to be a sys-tematic functionof every VR agency. It alldws individual, component andagency creativity in planning' for the client's rehabilitation; it permits,because it is a written management plan, review 'and` revision as necessary;and it gives the evaluator something to work with in the process -ikap-praising agency activities.
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It is obvious that evaluation can'only measure that which exists tobe measured. Planning through a managementtinformarion system providessomething to.be Measured. It is also obvious by the increased awarenessin VR of the importance
of evaluation that qualitative evaluation'is thecoming state of the art. Management information systems again deal withqualitative, measurable features.

Since evaluation is a recognized
support function of VR; since evalu-,VR should produce outcomes that benefit the agencies in further-,ing their mission; and since evaluation is evidently here to stay, put thehorse before the cart'even if a bit of regression is necessary to do so ---install management information systems in VR agencies prior toiattemptingto implement valid. total program evaluation. You'll have something worthmeasuring and worth reporting.



BOOK REVIEW

HANDBOOK FOR FOLLOW-UP STUDIES IN THE HUMAN SERVICES

BY KENNETH W. REAGLES, SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY, N.Y: .
THE lCD REHABILITATION AND RESEARCH CENTER

NAN E. BRENZEL, ED.D.
WEST VIRGINIA RESEARCH & TRAINING CENTER

The attempt to discuss the areas cousideced by Kenneth W. Reagies in.
A Handbook for Follow- Studies in the Human Services is welcomed by those
designated the responsibility of evaluating human services. keagles
states that the book is "not intended as a guide for conducting follow-up
studiPs, it is not merely a "cookbook;" there is liberal discussion of the
reasons and rationale for various survey research methods." In accordance
with the author's stated purpose, Dr. Reagles relays sound technical in-
struction evidenced by the wisdom gleaned from years of- program evaluation
experience. However, the Handbook does not stop at the technicalities of
conceptualization, formulation, design and execution of follow-up studies.
In addition to detailed precise information the Handbook offers "pointers."
These "pointers," again evidence of experience (yes, Ken Reagles had a day
when he began learning about program rvaluation too!) are provided to the
reader in a respectful manner. For the novice program evaluator the
"pointers" elicit the "aha" response. For the mere advanced program

sere
evalu-

ator the "pointers" see to substantiate ti-le seriousness and depth of
involvement required by program evaluation. Reagles' style of presenta-
tion demonstrates that follow-up studies not only require technical expert-
is -a, but also a willingness to draw from one's personal reservoir of
creativity. Reagles dellonstrates this continually throughout the Handbook.
An appreciable addition to a program evaluation type book is the author's
use of humor. Reagles' use of humor is fxiLq_.site! It serves to dispel the
myths that program levaluationiis conducted by egg-heads who memorize
formulas, procedures and statistics.

The Handbook is designed primarily forthowith little or basic
understanding of program evaluation. The Handbook can serve well as-an
introductory- teaching tool for.new.programevatuatore or as a,reference and
task checklist for "old timers" in thi program evaluation business.

Although major emphasis is placed on follow-up studies inthe human
service field, Reagles' style is exceptionally noteworthy for versatility.
It affords applicability of material' to a variety of disciplines desi'ing
to conduct folloW-up evaluation.

A technical presentation of material combined with the on-target .

Iproposition-ef content questions and the personal flare of this writer'
provides a conversational tone which enables readers to feel that
Dr. Reagles. is talking directly to them.
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Although the primary purpose of this Handbook is to enhance the
capacity of such agencies (human services) to conduct follow-up studies,';
the skilled intertwinement of huge arenas of evaluation materials offersclarity, understanding and enjoyment of a once dreaded subject area. Forthis purpose each chapter in this book deserves separate comment.

Chapter one includes an introduction which addresses topics such aspressures and purposes of program evaluation, purpose of follow-Up studies
and informational needs studies. Reagles speaks to the issues of requireddata expectations and the realism of the amount of trained personnel
needed to conduct evaluations. This chapter sets the tone for the serious
recognition which program evaluation in human services deserves.

Chapter two discusses the steps in planning a follow-up study. The\author provides an adopted list of general considerations for planning.The list begins with ways to decide on the purpose of the study and some22 steps later concludes with quegtions on utilization of findings and
recommendations for further study. A flow chart (p. 24)killustrates pro-gressive steps in the formation of general que.7tions about a program to
specific items on a follow-up questionnaire. It is in this chapter that

,the author makes what reads as a simple statement but perhaps co tains the
essence of program evaluation integrity: "no evaluation is bet er than abad evaluation." (p. 25)

Chapter thrlee provides an informative discussion on the types of.sur-
vey studies. Reagles,offers des_criptions of each type sure with listings
of advantage, and disadvantages for use. To complete what as: already been
a comprehensive presentation of the mailed questionnaire, tersonal inter-
view, telephone interview and other data collection methos (observational
approach, case file review, combinations) the author providesthe reader
with a magnificent model for evaluating the utility of a specific surf:
method (p. 60-61). The model lists the survey method and provides 'con;
siderations Or features" for each with a + (advantage), disadvantage and0 (neither advantage nor disadvantage) rating. ln. this chapter the author
cautions the potential user of surveys that "regardless 'of the approach or
method of data collection, each is only an approximation of reality."

Chapter four entitled "Constructing an Instrument" provides detailed
planning formats, considerations for questionnaire construction, principles
of item construction and layout instructions. Chapter four is clear and
concisi The clarity is partially contributed to by the numerous examples
which 'low each content area. Advantages and disadvantages for the use
of a parLicular method are also listed. To round out a laudable explana-
tion of instrument construction Reagles addg "a note on reliability and
validity" (p. 97). While this section in:no way serves as a full presenta-
tion 'of these concepts, it does discuss what program evaluation would agree.
are the most critical concerns of reliability and validity.

Chapter five addresses the subjects of pretesting and sample select
Although a distinction is made between pretesting and pilot studies by so
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researchers (as noted in the text p. 99), the author chooses to treat pre-
testing .and pilot studies synonymously. Chapter five - begins with the
presentation of the purposea,of pilot orpretests.Pagles raises import-
ant questions which require attention by those conducting follow-up.
studies. -Emphasis is heavily stressed on the importance of ptetesting or
pilot testing: Again the author Combines- an-exacting explanation and
,personal component to these concepta,as exhibited in his statement:

"The feeling of standing before_hUndreds or thousands of
Auestiennairea to be mailed .and to know that-you are
responsible is a humbling one you will feel reassured at that
moment if a pilot test hde been 'conducted." (p. 104)

'The next section of chapter five is devoted to the stages of the pre-
test. Statistical sampling isthe topic for the remainder of chapter fivel
The focus is on the concepts, the different' types sampling and their re
lationship to rehabilitation and other human services. For such a tradi-
tionally misunderstood -andconfused topic area, sampling is:eloquently,
explicitly and logically presented to the reader. A short introduction of
basic terminology is presented-followed by an in-depth discussion
simple random sampling, sampling variations, stratification, clustering
and sample size. Supporting studies and relevant literature are cited
throughout Oe'chapter which allows pursuit of' additional information
should the reader desire a more in-depth study of aparticularsubject.

Chapter six/is concerned with the variety of techniques that C914----

used prior to conducting the actual survey. This chapter illuatra-tes the
critical need to assert common sense in conjunction with anv-t-echnical
endeavor in research. The author's years of practicalexperienee/are,
perhaps. oat evident in, thls chapter. Reagies subsections chapter Sig
into a discussion of: identifying ale maation and saMpleiadvance
notice of the survey, the use of incentives,--the ,accompanying letter and
mailing procedures, appearance of the questionnaire, sequence of Mailing
operation, follow -up efforts and special accommodations for specific -dis-
ability groups. Throughout chapter six. the reader is given point by point
guidelines and practical suggegtiona which would definitely didin'the
tasks of data collection. Substantive research supports many of the
author's directives.

Chapter seven provides the nuts and bolts of personal and telephone
interviews. The last fifteen pages of the chapter include an example of a
survey. Although somewhat lengthy, the sample survey does illustrate many
of the points previously discussed in- the preceding chapters. In Reagles'
explanation of personal interviews, the reader is constantly reminded that
personal interviews do mean personal; that is perqon-to-person involvement.
The author addresses topics varying from methodology of administration to
suggestions for cl..ss and apparel when doing an interview. In a few short
pages Reagles has packed an enormous amount of information. However, the
information is neither overwhelming nor confusing. It safely falls short
of a potential program evaluation saturation point.
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Chapter seven's nitty-gritty approach may be overwhelming.. To some,
however, it serves nicely to.point out the meticulous detail involved in
the assurance of successf61 personal interviews.

Chapter eight, the final chapter of the Handbook pi .fides brief dis-
cussions on data collection, storage, analysts and utilization. ThisChapter gives the reader an overview on subject areas and seems to combine
the necessary information to Stimulate the reader to pursue additional
depth literature relevant to his/her specific needs. Chapter eight'sin ArTears to be only to familiarize the reade -with concepts such as

'urn-records, data-processing terminology, data coding format and
eagles adds a section on data analyses and cleverly places an

adap,:_u table from Tatsuko and Tiedeman (1954) (p. 211) to help organize
the attack method of'selecting

a statistical procedure to analyze data.:This table is a s ving-feature to those not versed in statistical methods!
Finally, the author presents the reader with a final note and one that is
worthy of q4ote:.

"F011ow-up studies represent an imposition upon those from whom
data is collected; as such'they must be undertaken with the
utmost seriousness and consideration for the rights of the
responderts."

Yes, that's what A Handbook for Follow-U Studies in the Human Ser-
vices is all about: seriousness and consideration with a little humor
keep you on your toes.

A Handbook for Follow-U Studies- in the Human Services is 222 pages
(softcover) in double-spaced typed format. The. Handbook is liberally
illuStrated with flow charts and examples.and is available from ICO Rehabi-
litation and Research Center, NewkYork, York 10010.

75



And

BIBLIOGRAPHY

& Bail, S. The profession and act
evaluation. San:Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 197

oram

Attkisson. C.C., at al. (Eds.) Evaluation of-human servins.
New ,irk: Acadee Press, 1978.

Bernstein, 1. N., & Freeman, H. E Academe and entre eneuriill
research: The clhEtaLipnces of diversit in Federal evaluation
studies. New. York: Russell Sage, 1975.

Bolton, B. Handbook of measurement aluation. Balt:!more: University
Park Press, 1976,

Brown, G. 17,, & Wedel, K. R. Assassin training needs. Washington, D.C.:
National Training and Development Service Press, 1978.

Campbell, D. & Cook, T. D. 'Thed12142a-41yis of quasi
e periments\for field settings. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1978.

'Caro, F.\G. (Ed.) eed nis in evaluation esearch (2nd.
New'Yerk: Russell Sage, 1977.

Cook, D. W. & Cooper, P. G. Fundamentals of evaluation research in
vocational rehabilitation. Fayetteville, AR. Arkansas Rehabilitation
Research & Training Center, 1978.

Cook, T. D. & Reichardt C. S. Qualitative and ianitative. imetlic
evaluation. research. BeverlyHills: Sago Publications, 1979.\

Coursey, R. D. (Ed.)- Pro ram-evaluatib for mental health. '..et d
strategies,' and participants. New York: Crone .&Strattot 1977.

Davidoff, I.,Uuttentag, M., & Offu:, J. 0,EdsJ Evaluating cpmmTlity
mental health services: Princi les end prao ice. .Washington,
U.S. 'Government Printing Office, 1978.

Epstein, I &:Tripodi, T. ,Kesearch_teChn ue,1_12IRrogram pJAELliaL
monit -in and evaluation. ,New York: Columbia University Press,
1977.

Fitz- Gibbon, C. T. & laic is, L. L. How to design a program evlution.
Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1979.

ant.)

76



Fitz-Gibbon,C. T., & Morris, L.' L. How to measure a
imlementa "-n. Beverly Hills: Sage Publication, 1978.

Fi z-Gif-'on C. T., & Morris, L. 1L. Evaluators Handbook. Beverly
Saga Publications, 1978.

Henerson,
:it -ti

Harrisor,
Sage

M. E.,:-Lyons M., & Fitz-Gibbon, C. T. How to measure
udes. Beverly.Hills: Sagel'ublications, 1978.

A. W., J. Evaluation in le slation. Beverly Hil
Publications, 1979.

Manner, J. V. The :recess of o ram evaluation. Washington, D.
National Training and Development Service Press, 1973.

Perloff, R. Evaluator interventions:
Sage Publications, 1979

Reagles,.K. W. A
New York:` ICD Rehabilitation

Rich, R. F. TranslaCn
Hills: Sae Puibic

6- and cons. Beverly Hills:

andbook for follow-u tudies in the human se ices.
and Research Center, 1979.

evaluation into of ia (Vol 3). Beverly
ions, 1979.

Robinault, 1. F. Pr,222-alpiilanain& evaluation: Selected topics for.for vocational rehabilitation. New York: ICD Rehabilitation andResearch Cente 1975.

Freeman, H.. E., & Wright, S. R. Yvaluation:-A s stematicBeverly Hills: Sage Puhlicat

ion in health
Schulberg,-- , Sheldon, A., & Baker, F. Pro =ram evaluafields. New York: Behavioral Publidations 1979.

Sze, W. C.,.& Hopps, J. G. Eyaluation and acc_untabili humanservice programs (2ud. ed.). Cambridge, ! Schenkma: , 1978.

Buchman, Evaluative Research. New York: Russell Sage, 1967.

Whaley J S. Evaluation* Promise
The Urban -institute, 1979

o mance Washington, D.C.:

77
.u.s.svr _ M iT PRINTING OFFICE:

1991-0-724,728/952


